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PREDICTING THE FREQUENCY OF TEACHER SELECTED BEHAVIORAL
INTERVENTIONS FROM CLUSTERS OF TEACHER REPORTED STUDENT
PROBLEM BEHAVIORS
Timothy B. Shafer, Ph. D.

University of Nebraska, 1993

Advisor: Reece L. Peterson

This exploratory study investigated the frequency of regular education
teacher selected behavioral interventions and clusters of student problem
behaviors. The frequency of teacher selected behavioral interventions was
determined by teacher self-report using a newly devised survey instrument which
clustered behavioral interventions into five factors. These five factors were:
Factor 1, Redirection; Factor Il, Consultation; Factor lll, Manipulation of Material
Reward; Factor IV, Removal from Classroom; and Factor V!, Alter the Classroom
Physica! Environment. Means were provided to determine the frequency of
intervention. Student problem behaviors were clustered using a well researched
and well established behavior rating scale which established three clusters of
problem behavior. The three clusters of problem behavior were Internalizing
Problems, Externalizing Problems, and Total Problems. T-scores were used to
report the problem behavior score. The data for this project was a part of an
existing data base from a three-year federally funded research project

The study investigated two aspects of these variables. The first aspect
determined correlations that exist between the intervention factors and the
clusters of problem behavior. The second component investigated the predictive
nature of interventions based on clusters of behaviors.

Findings of the study suggest that, in general, a low positive correlation
exists between student problem behaviors and teacher intervention factors. Low

positive correlations were established for at least one problem behavior cluster



and four of the five intervention factors. A full-model regression indicated that in
isolation, the problem behavior clusters did not predict interventions. However,
the three problem behavior clusters treated as one variable did predict
interventions in four of five factors.

The findings suggest that teachers do not apply specific types of
interventions to specific types of problem student behavior. Yet two general
statements may be made: Teachers redirect most often and do it for aggressive
behaviors. Also, teachers do not use material rewards for any problem student

behaviors.
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Chapter One: Introduction
Context of the Problem

This exploratory study examines the frequency with which teachers
report they apply specific behavioral interventions to misbehaving students in
their classrooms. Inappropriate student behavior is a powerful influence on
classroom instruction and is a documented teacher concern. Opinion polls
reported in the popular and scholarly press have contributed to the sense that
inappropriate student behavior is a major cause of the problems faced by the
educational system.

To illustrate this concern, a national survey to determine the condition
of the public schools asked teachers "...what is the biggest problem facing
schools?" In this poll, discipline problems were identified by 49 percent of the
responding teachers as a very serious or fairly serious problem (Gallup and
Elam, 1984). In another survey of teachers, the National Education
Association (NEA) found that over 90 percent of its responding membership
indicated that student misbehavior interfered with teaching. About one in five
of these same respondents indicated that inappropriate behavior interfered to
a great extent with teaching (Opinion Poll, 1979).

Teachers are not the only ones who perceive inappropriate behavior as
a problem in the schools. Phi Delta Kappa sponsors a random annual survey
of American households asking participants to respond to statements about
educational issues. A perennial uppermost problem identified in this survey of
American homes is the lack of discipline in the public schools (Elam, Rose, &
Gallup, 1992).

Whether called inappropriate behavior, misbehavior, or "the lack of

discipline” (Elam, Rose, & Gallup, 1992, p. 43), all indicators point to a wide



range of such student behaviors as problematic in the schools. Student
behaviors range from the mere refusal to do as instructed by the teacher to
physical violence against property and person. Media headlines report
student violence against teachers and other students, drug abuse by school
age students, gang related activities, and weapon problems. Charles (1989)
suggests that behavior is "... all the physical and mental acts that humans
perform” (p. 2).

Although Charles (1989) combines all that humans do and think into the
realm of behavior, this inclusive definition does not delineate between
appropriate and inappropriate behavior. Charles further offers that the
appropriateness of behavior is defined by the context in which the behavior
occurs. Behavior appropriate in one setting may be entirely inappropriate for
another setting.

Since problem behavior is dependent on the context in which the
behavior occurs, it is not easily quantified for scientific investigation. A
common method of quantifying behavior for investigation is by establishing
behavior categories. Categorizing student actions into identifiable clusters or
groups of behavior is an accepted practice in the study of inappropriate or
dysfunctional behavior. Although no one standard has been accepted by the
entire research or treatment community, two models have evolved--the clinical
model and the empirical model. The clinical model relies on the judgment of
highly trained professionals to assess subject behaviors and assign
appropriate behavior classification. This model uses few empirically derived
assessment devices to classify behaviors (Gresham, 1985). Empirically
derived classification systems use statistical procedures to determine profiles

of behavior. These profiles are normally determined through data acquired



from behavior checklists or scales that have a listing of problem behaviors
(Gresham, 1985).

A number of devices exist that quantify problem behavior. There are
two generic types of devices that assist in the development of behavior
profiles. These two types are behavior rating scales and behavior checklists.
Behavior scales ask the rater to assign a degree of behavior severity to the
behavior, and checklists ask the rater to note whether or not the behavior
occurs. Examples of these are the Behavior Dimensions Rating Scale
(Bullock & Wilson, 1989), Burks’ Behavior Rating Scales (Burks, 1968-77),
Conners’ Rating Scales (Conners, 1989), Forms for Behavior Analysis with
Children (Cautela, Cautela, & Esonis, 1983), and the Revised Behavior
Problem Checklist (Quay & Peterson, 1979-87).

Achenbach and Edelbrock also developed an empirically derived
assessment device, the Child Behavior Checklist (1981), to assess such
behavioral clusters. The Child Behavior Checklist is a rigorously researched
and widely-used device assigning inappropriate behaviors to treatment or
research clusters called externalizing and intemalizing. Refer to the definitions
sections later in this chapter for a more complete discussion of externalizing
and internalizing.

A series of Achenbach and Edelbrock checklist instruments survey the
behavior of a specific child from various perspectives. Parents, teachers,
impartial observers, and/or the identified child may complete a checklist
designed to assess the degree to which inappropriate behavior is
demonstrated from the perspective of that person. Each form of the Child
Behavior Checklist compares the identified student against a normative

population of children.



Interventions

Overall, interventions represent both the effort to strengthen presently
occurring appropriate behavior, and the effort to replace inappropriate student
behavior with more appropriate behavior. As reported by Long and Newman
(1980), Redl suggested that to strengthen or replace behavior, an
interventionist has available a four-step approach. These four steps represent
a continuum of intervention aggressiveness. The four options in the
continuum are permitting behavior, tolerating behavior, interfering with
behavior, and preventive planning. The four steps of the continuum are briefly
presented below, and will be discussed more thoroughly in Chapter Two.

Permitting behavior allows a subject to leam from practice in social
settings what behaviors are allowable and appropriate. This step on the
continuum is designed tc strengthen appropriate behavicrs; nc attempt is
made here to change inappropriate behaviors. Permitting behavioris a
necessary component to learning what behaviors are not allowable and are
inappropriate (Long & Newman, 1980).

Tolerating behavior is the next step in the continuum. Tolerating
behavicr has the interventionist establishing rules, informing the subjects of
what is incorrect or unacceptable behavior, but allowing the subject some
tolerance for rule violation. Long and Newman (1980) suggest that some
students need practice in erring and will learn from these mistakes with
minimal teacher interventicn.

Interfering with behavior is the third level in the continuum.
Conceptually, interfering with behavior is most commonly associated with
interventions, as may be determined from the actual definition of intervention.

When an interventionist interferes with a subject’s behavior, specific



intervention techniques are applied to the subject to interfere with the
inappropriate behavior (Long & Newman, 1980).

The final step is preventive planning. The preventive planning step
involves analysis by the interventionist. The interventionist may need to
examine the context for inappropriate behavior, seeking ways to structure the
setting so that the subject is not induced into the problem behaviors (Long &
Newman, 1980).

One aspect of interventions that is critical for the ultimate success of
any intervention is the identification of the behavior to be changed. This
identification of the behavior to be changed is known as identifying the target
behavior. Without accurate identification of target behaviors, any
interventionist will have difficulty changing the behavior because the expected
outcome of the intervention is unclear.

Although student behavior change is possible with application of
appropriate interventions, a body of research exists which suggests that
teachers do not utilize the interventions that are available. Research has
shown that some interventions viewed as highly effective are judged
unacceptable by teachers and therefore are not employed (Turco, Witt, &
Elliott, 1985). Another study found that as years of teaching experience
increase, teachers find fewer interventions acceptable, resulting in a narrowing
of potential intervention options from which to select (Witt, Moe, Gutkin, &
Andrews, 1984).

The research that has been conducted on interventions include:
intervention acceptability (Wiit & Martens, 1983; Witt, Moe, Gutkin, & Andrews,
1984; Wood & Hill, 1983; and Elliott, Witt, Galvin, & Peterson, 1984),
intervention efficacy (Witt & Elliott, 1982; Witt, Hannafin, & Martens, 1983; and



Martens, Peterson, Witt, & Cirone, 1986), and intervention frequency of use
(Wood & Hill 1983; Brazil, No date; and Martens, Peterson, Witt, & Cirone,
1986). A common element of the available research is that teacher judgments
of interventions were based on hypothetical scenarios or past experience. A
surprising paucity of work has been performed to determine relationships
between the behaviors of specific students and the interventions used by
teachers to address those behaviors.

Summary

Inappropriate student behavior disrupts the instructional process and is
perceived to be a problem by teachers and the public alike. Troublesome
behaviors are those misbehaviors that range from seemingly inconsequential,
annoying behaviors to more sensational behaviors.

A variety of interventions are available to teachers wishing to alter
student misbehavior, although the rate of intervention usage indicates that
some applicable interventions are underutilized by teachers. Evidence
suggests that teachers implement a narrow range of possible interventions to
the broad spectrum of problem misbehaviors (e.g. Witt, Moe, Gutkin, &
Andrews, 1984). Research has focused on intervention acceptability, efficacy,
and frequency. Although it seems potentially valuable, little research has been
conducted which attempts to match specific student behaviors with teachers’
use of specific interventions.

For the purposes of this study, interventions are actions taken by
teachers to alter the outcomes of inappropriate behavior patterns, to change
inappropriate behavior. This study focuses on the third and fourth steps of the
continuum described by Long and Newman: interfering with behavior and

preventive planning. Examples of such interventions are verbal interventions



(e.g. appealing to students or reminding of rules), behavioral (e.g. use of
tokens or other reinforcers), or changing the environment to prevent
inappropriate behavior (e.g. changing seating arrangement).
Statement of the Problem

There is no readily available information regarding the frequency with
which teachers indicate that they apply interventions to specific empirical
classifications of problem behavior. it is not known whether teachers tend to
apply certain behavioral interventions to children demonstrating specific
behavioral characteristics.

Purpose of the Study

This exploratory study has two purposes. First, this study will explore
the relationship between student behavior and the frequency with which
teachers report using specific interventions. Second, this study will attempt to
determine if there are particular pattemns of interventions used for specific
types of student behavior.

Besearch Questions

In order to accomplish the stated purpose of this project, the following
specific research questions will be addressed:
Question 1

What is the relationship between student behavior and the frequency
with which classroom teachers indicate that they employ certain interventions
factors?
Question 2

Is it possible to determine a pattern of teacher implemented

interventions based on specific clusters of student behavior?



Procedures

A complete description of the research procedures followed in this
study are presented in Chapter Three. A brief overview is presented here.

The data for this study were gathered in the course of a federally
funded research project conducted at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln. This
three-year project was known as the Behavior Disorders Research Project
(BDRP) (Conoley & Peterson, 1986). The purpose of the BDRP was to study
the services children with behavioral disorders and learning disabilities receive
in schocl. Although not of interest in this study, the BDRP also examined the
concordance between the school and mental health diagnostic systems.

At the start of this larger study, target students were all fifth through
ninth graders in schools within a 100 mile radius of Lincoln, Nebraska. A
variety of instruments were utilized to gather the data on the sample students
to achieve the aims of BDRP. The teachers surveyed in this larger study were
special education and regular education teachers serving the target students.
Both rural and urban settings in southeast Nebraska were included in the
study.

The present study is based on a subset of the data gathered as a part
of the larger project. This subset includes those students and their regular
education teachers for whom data were gathered on student behavior and
teacher interventions. It is important to note that although the students were
the target subiects of the larger study, it is the teachers of these students who
are the target subjects in the present investigation.

Of the many instruments used to gather data in the larger study, two will
be used in this current study. The student behavior groupings will be
established by the Child Behavior Checklist - Teacher Report Form (CBC-



TRF) (Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1985). The CBC-TRF is a well researched
and decumented behavior rating scale that provides broad- and narrow-band
scores designed to indicate student problem areas. Teacher intervention
factors will be established by the BDRP Intervention Survey (Conoley &
Peterson, 1986). The BDRP Intervention Survey is a derivation of a previously
developed profile, the Classroom Intervention Profile (Martens, Peterson, Witt,
& Cirone, 1986), designed to determine the frequency of teacher behavioral
interventions. Each of these instruments are discussed briefly below.

The teacher version of the Child Behavior Checklist (CBC-TRF)
(Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1985) was selected for this project so that direct
correlations and predictions could be established with the frequencies
established by the BDRP intervention survey. The parent reports from the
Child Behavior Checkiist (CBCL) (Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1981) or the
student report from the Child Behavior Checklist Youth Self Report (YSR)
(Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1986) could have been used because each provide
similar broad- and narrow- band scores. However, by establishing the scores
used in this study from the same perspective, namely that of teachers, it
follows that data credibility is enhanced.

The potential variables for this study include the CBC-TRF T-scores
and the frequency of teacher behavioral interventions. The T-score variables
for this study will be the Internalizing normalized T-score, the Externalizing
normaiized T-score, and the Total Probiem normaiized T-score from the CBC-
TRF (Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1985) for regular classroom teachers serving
the students. The CBC-TRF is a behavior rating instrument that provides to its
user an empirical picture of the behavioral strengths and weaknesses of a

particular child. The CBC-TRF form provides a method for determining the
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relative standing of a specific child against a normative sample of non-referred
children. The scores reported by these checklists are reported in terms of
Externalizing broad-band, Internalizing broad-band, and Total Problems
scores.

The frequency variables for this study will be the frequency with which
teachers report that they employ certain interventions as grouped into
intervention factors for specific target students. The frequency with which
teachers report that they employ certain interventions will be identified by the
BDRP Intervention Survey (Conoley & Peterson, 1986,. The BDRP
Intervention Survey is based on the Classroom Intervention Profile (Martens,
Peterson, Witt, & Cirone, 1986) and asks teachers to provide a report of how
frequently they implement 24 interventions with a targeted student.

Based on a previous factor analysis, the 24 specific intervention items
were clustered into one of six intervention factors. These factors are: Factor|,
Redirection; Factor I, Consultation; Factor Ill, Manipulation of material reward;
Factor IV, Removal from the classroom, and Factor VI, Alter classroom
physical environment. As is explained in Chapter Three, Factor V, Time-out in
the classroom, was not incorporated into the BDRP Intervention Survey from
the Classroom Intervention Profile. The BDRP Intervention Survey used the
items forming these five factors from the Classroom Intervention Profile.
These five factors are the measures of intervention usage for the present
study.

Additional descriptive variables will be reported for the target student
and teachers. These descriptive variables will include student gender, student
disability label, student socioceconomic status, teacher gender, teacher level of

education, and teacher years of teaching experience.



1
Definition of Terms

BDRP

Behavior Disorders Research Project
CBC

Child Behavior Checklist
CBC-TRFE

Child Behavior Checklist-Teacher Report Form
Eactor |, Redirect

Redirection: Cluster of items from the BDRP Intervention Survey that
have the common element of teachers intervening in inappropriate behavior by
attempting to refocus student behavior on more appropriate activities.
Eactor [, Consuit

Consultation: Cluster of items from the BDRP Intervention Survey that
have the common element of the reporting teachers referring the
inappropriately behaving student to others witi: specialized skills to reduce
inappropriate behavior and/or increase appropriate behavior.
Eactor lIl, Manipulate

Manipulation of Material Reward: Cluster of items from the BDRP
Intervention Survey that have the common element of the reporting teachers
using the various behavior techniques involving tangible reinforcers to reduce
inappropriate behavior and/or increase appropriate behavior.
Factor IV, Remove

Removal from the Classroom: Cluster of items from the BDRP
Intervention Survey that have the common element of the reporting teachers
removing a target student displaying inappropriate behavior from the main

classroom activity.
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Eactor VI, Atter

Alter the Classroom Environment: Cluster of items from the BDRP
Intervention Survey that have the common element of the reporting teachers
making arrangements to the classroom environment in the attempt to
discourage inappropriate 'behavior of the target student.

Externalizing behavior is characteristic of "...aggressive, antisocial,
[and] undercontrolled...” behavior (Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1983, p. 31)
Int lizing Behavi

internalizing behavior is characteristic of "...fearful, inhibited, [and]
overcontrolled...” behavior (Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1983, p. 31).
Jotal Problems

Achenbach and Edelbrock suggest that the dichotomy of externalizing
behavior and internalizing behavior "are not mutually exclusive™ (1986, p. 29).
Therefore, a total problems score is derived to indicate clinical significance of
overall problem behavior.
Teacher Interventions

Teacher interventions are the specific activities or actions of a teacher
to change student behavior.
Jeacher Intervention Factors

Teacher intervention factors are descriptive clusters of specific
interventions that teachers may use in the classroom to change student
behavior.

Assumptions
1. The rating scales used by teachers to categorize student behaviors are

valid and reliable instruments.
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2. The self-report instrument used by teachers to measure their
intervention frequency for specific students is a valid and reliable
instrument.
Delimitati { Limitat
1. The teachers in this study are restricted to the school districts in
southeast Nebraska within a 100 mile radius of Lincoln, Nebraska.

Resuits of this study may be generalized to areas with similar

characteristics.

2. The teachers in this study may not be representative of teachers in
similar teaching assignments.
Siqnifi f the Stud

This exploratory study will provide important information to educational
researchers interested in student behavior. Inappropriate student behavior is
acknowledged as a disruptive influence to classroom instruction. A
contribution to knowledge that focuses on the relationship between what a
specific student does and the response of that student’s teacher may lead to a
better understanding regarding the selection of interventions.

If the likelihood of the use of specific interventions can be assessed for
identified behavior factors, implications exist for futuré research. Without an
exploratory investigation into these relationships, no understanding of the
relationships between student inappropriate behavior and repeated teacher
interventions is likely to develop. As this work is an exploratory study further
confirmatory research would be needed to verify the findings of the present
study.

As discussed above, most studies have investigated the acceptability,

efficacy, and frequency of use of interventions. These studies have largely
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been of a hypothetical, case study method. This exploratory study proposes
to investigate selected components of the previous research and add a unique
element--eliminating the hypothsetical component of current research and
replacing it with the behavior of specific students. Potentially, this study could
open a unique areain intérvention research. If it is demonstrated that
meaningful intervention information may be determined using actual student
data, as is the premise of this study, the potential for future research may
expand in several directions.

As this is an exploratory study, strong indicators only warrant additional
investigation. However, if strong or predictable relationships between student
behavior and the frequency of teacher interventions can be established, the
logic of intervention use will be supported. In other words, if specific student
behaviors result in teachers applying specific interventions, support is given to
the practice of intervening with student problem behaviors.

Conversely, it is possible that no relationship between student behavior
and the frequency of teacher interventions may be determined. Should this be
the case, continued research in this area could still be a potential area of rich
research. If no relaticn exists between student behavior and the frequency of
teacher interventions, one might question the overall logic of interventions,
how interventions are selected, or the efficacy of intervention training. In the
event of negative findings, replication of this study would be in order to confirm
the negative results. After replication research supporting a finding of no
relationship between student behavior and the frequency of teacher
interventions, research investigating other variables not included in this study
could be examined.

If relationships are established, additional research would serve to
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confirm or challenge the results of this study. If confirmed, frequency of
intervention use research may be expanded into a larger sample of identified
students. Other options that may be considered could be to conduct similar
methodology in different geographical areas, such as coastal areas or heavily
industrialized areas. Of additional interest would be research in inner-city,
urban, or suburban localities. Also, as this study examined the frequency of
interventions, future research might examine the other two areas identified in
intervention research--acceptability and efficacy. The potential now exists to
examine the acceptability and efficacy of interventions with actual students
instead of using the hypothetical cases as used in existing research.

Extending the research possibilities even further, at some point
researchers may choose to examine the relationship between hypothetical
case study and actual subject study format. The research potential for this
type of study might allow for some type of index based upon correlations
between any future hypothetical research and samples of actual students. If
some determination may be calculated regarding the two types of research,
researchers may have reliable options in designing methodology utilizing cost
efficient elements of design.

Although an exploratory study, this research could also contribute to the
preservice and inservice training of teachers and administrators.
Conceptually, it would be helpful for both prospective and current teachers and
administraters to know that identifiabls student behavicrs are related to certain

groupings of teacher interventions.
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Chapter Two: Literature Review
Introducti

In order to investigate the relationship between inappropriate student
behavior and the frequency of teacher intervention selection, it is necessary to
review four areas of relevant literature. The four areas of this review will
establish the concept of inappropriate behavior, review two major categories of
inappropriate behavior, present interventionist considerations in designing
behavioral interventions for inappropriate behaviors, and review selected
behavioral intervention research.

C lizing | iate Behavi

Charles (1989) defines behavior as "...all the physical and mental acts
that humans perform” (p. 2). Under this definition, behavior includes all acts
performed by an individual. According to Charles, the delineation between
appropriate behavior and inappropriate behavior is the condition under which
the target behavior occurs. Under this premise, behavior that is appropriate in
one setting may be inappropriate in another setting. Generally, appropriate
behavior occurs under conditions that define the behavior as appropriate, and
inappropriate behavior is behavior engaged under conditions that define the
behavior as inappropriate. Inappropriate behavior, then, is behavior
inconsistent with “... setting and situation ...” (p. 2) and must be determined
subjectively by the teacher. Charles would seem to suggest that behavior
appropriateness or inappropriateness is a function of the setting.

Skinner (1966) also addressed this issue of defining behavior by its
context. Skinner is well known for his work in operant behavior theory, the
theory that states that behavior is the result of the antecedents and

consequences of any specific behavior. Skinner determined that the subject’s
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behavior must be considered as a function of the behavior purpose and this
purpose should be determined contextually. The actual behavioral act,
whether appropriate or inappropriate to observers, is not the sole basis on
which to judge behavior. Rather, the purpose of a behavior should be used to
determine appropriateness and these purposes of behavior are established by
the situation, or context, in which the target subject is found.

While Skinner {1966} and Charles (1989) appear to agree that behavior
is more than a specific behavioral act, there is a distinct difference in their
work. Skinner and Charles would agree that the behavior of the hiccup is the
target behavior and both would agree it necessary to determine the behavior
appropriate or inappropriate. However, each would emphasize different
aspects of the problem.

Charles (1989) appears to concur with Skinner (196€) in that
inappropriate behavior is more than a specific act. Both would seem to
suggest that the difficulty of establishing inappropriate behavior is not
necessarily connected tc the specificity of the behavior. Charles demonstrates
this use of context in determining the appropriateness of behavior by
presenting a vignette of a student hiccuping in class. A student who hiccups
unintentionally during seat work is not considered misbehaving. However, a
student who deliberately hiccups in order to gain attention or disrupt the lesson
is behaving inappropriately.

Charles {1988) contends that the contextual purposes of behavior must
be determined subjectively. While Skinner would scientifically evaluate the
contextual purpose teachers in a ciassroom with many children, each engaged
in separate behavioral acts, will not have the controlled conditions available to

an operant behaviorist to make such a scientific evaluation. Therefore,
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teachers must rely on their judgment tc determine the purpose of the behavior
and subsequently establish the appropriateness or inappropriateness of a
behavior.

Overall, the systematic assessment of the purposes of behavior, as
suggested by Skinner (1966), is a somewhat cenvoluted and impractical
process for educators. Therefore, Charles (1989) appears to promote the
subjective, intuitive interpretation of the purpose--a much more manageable
approach for educators. Educators in the classroom, with specific curricular
goals and limited time, are concerned with the change in inappropriate
behavior, or the prevention of inappropriate behavior, as opposed to scientific
investigation of the purposes of behavior. However different the framework
established by Skinner and Charles, the important point is that behavior is
composed of, and determined by, factors other than a specific behavioral act.

MacMillan, Fomess, and Trumbull (1973) seem to find a middle ground
in this discussion. As Charles (1989) and Skinner (1966), MacMillan et al.
also discuss the situational aspect of behavior. +However, Maciiilian et ai.
examine the connection between behavior and context through discussion of
interventions. As Skinner focuses on the purpose of a behavior and Charles
looks at the subjective assessment of behavior, MacMillan et al. examine the
contextual issues of the interventions used to change behavior.

Generally, MacMilian et al. suggest that because anticipated
inappropriate behavior change is predicated on the success of the
intervention, a discussion of behavior and interventions are logically
connected. As behavior may be driven by a specific purpose and may or may
not be appropriate depending on context, the intervention designed to change
the behavior must be also bound by context. Specifically, MacMillan et al.
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write that the success of an intervention "depends...on the nature of the
behavior...and the context of the situation.” (p. 85).

Cateqorizing | iate Behavi

Because behavior, and by extension inappropriate behavior, may take
many forms, considerablé effort has been taken towards categorizing student
actions into identifiable behavior clusters or groups. These efforts at grouping
have been based upon frequently occurring, and similar, behaviors. Though
no one standard of categorization has been proposed and subsequently
accepted by the professional community, these attempts to develop a
descriptive scheme of behavioral categorization have provided some guidance
in scholarly discussion and research. According to Gresham (1985), these
schemes take two paths--the clinically derived and the empirically derived
methods.

These separate and dissimilar methods for categorizing inappropriate
behavior refiect two discrete professions that work with children—-the
psychological and the educational professions. Each profession has its own
approach based on distinct philosophies regarding the remediation of
inappropriate behavior (Gresham, 1985). Although the clinical method of
interventions is not emphasized in this report, for the purposes of contrast and
to provide some indication of the problems confronting child behavior
professionals, some discussion of the clinical method is presented here.
Clinical Method

The most widely used clinically derived model used in the United States
is based on a psychological perspective and is described in the DRiagnostic and
Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (3rd Edition Revised) (DSM IIIR),
(American Psychological Association [APA], 1987). The DSM IIIR is used
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extensively by the psychiatric community in identification and categorization of
individuals in need of treatment in a clinical envircnment. The professional
identifying inappropriate behavior by using this method must be highly trained
in the practice of observation and in the use of the DSM IIIR.

The Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders Ili (3rd
edition, Bevised) (DSM III-B) (APA, 1987) is, as was its predecessors, the
standard for clinical categorization of behavior. The DSM llI-R provides an
extensive clinical classification scheme based on the collective observations of
trained professionals (Gresham, 1985). Direct support for Gresham's
contention of clinical classification basis, the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual
of Mental Disorders lil (APA, 1981) states, "it should be understood, however,
that for most of the categories the diagnostic criteria are based on clinical
judgment..." (p. 8). The problem with the clinical model is that "...it relies
heavily upon a medical model of abnormal behavior” (Gresham, 1985, p. 497).

The medical model presents serious problems for educational
professionals. The medical model determines a symptomatology scheme,
based on observation to diagnose the presenting problem in terms of etiology
and prescribed intervention (Gresham, 1985). Teachers, however, are trained
in the processes of curricular instruction. Teachers receive instruction and
practice in the methods necessary for the cognitive development of students.
The typical training program for teachers does not provide much, if any,
training for the necassary components of cbservation, diagnosis, sticlegy, and
clinical intervention.

An additional problem with the clinical model is that the study of
psychopathology largely focuses on adults (Achenbach, 1978). Achenbach

questions this clinical focus on adult pathology. He raises the issue assessing
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the psychological state of a child against the overwhelmingly adult centered
clinical model. The child is in a developmental sequence that is unlike the
developed personality of adults. Achenbach suggests that the appropriate
method for evaluating children’s problems is the interference these problems
pose for the child’s future emotional development.

Empirical Method

The empirical method is based on categories established by statistical
methodologies and is used extensively in schools and classrooms. The
strength of the empirical method lies in its standardized format. Raters of a
student's inappropriate behavior need not be highly trained in observation, nor
in the use of the protocol on which the observations are recorded. They only
need to have the opportunity for observation, such as that of the normal
classroom experience. Also, rating scales are less costly and more reliable
than assessments developed from the clinical interviews (Edelbrock, 1983).

The advantage of empirical scales is that they typically do not require
any specific training by the person completing the checklist. Following the
completion of the checklist by the rater, the investigator uses tables derived
from statistical procedures to reduce the many individual behaviors rated on
the form into clusters or factors. The tables used to reduce the many
individual behaviors into the factors are normally developed using statistical
procedures involving factor analysis. The advantage for educators with these
chiecklists is that these empirical scales are designed ior use by personnel
outside of clinical setting (i.e. school psychologists and teachers).

One such empirical rating scale, and the scale for categorizing the
behavior of students in this study, is the Child Behavior Checklist-Teacher's
Beport Form (Achenbach and Edelbrock, 1985). The Child Behavior
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Checklist-Teacher's Report Form was developed to provide a standardized
description of a child's behavior, based on the teacher's knowledge of a child's
actions. The Child Behavior Checklist-Teacher's Report Form is one scale of
the widely-used, well-respected, and well-documented series of scales
developed by Achenbach and Edelbrock.

The result of the Child Behavior Checklist-Teacher's Report Form
(Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1985) is a scoring scheme that compares the target
child with a normative group. The scoring procedures reduce the 110 specific
student behaviors found on the Child Behavior Checklist-Teacher's Report
Eomm to seventeen narrow-band behavior syndromes. These syndromes are
then clustered into two broad-band groups, generally known as externalizing
and intemnalizing behaviors. The externalizing group is aggressive and
antisocial, while the internalizing group is characterized as fearful and
inhibited. 1t is these two broad-band scales with which this study is concerned.
C ization Probl

Even after categorization, the information may be irrelevant or not
appropriate. A study reported by Zabel, Peterson, Smith, and White (1982) is
a case in point. This study was conducted by survey of special education
teachers in lowa, Nebraska, and Kansas. The study was to determine what
material is available to educators for educational planning and the value of that
material in the planning.

Teachers were askad to indicate what material was available to them
and how useful the information was in educational planing. The availability of
identified material was reported by a percentage and presented in rank order.
The usefulness of the material was rated on a Likert-like scale ranging from

one to seven, with one being unimportant and seven being essential. These
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usefulness scores were reported in @ mean average and were also ranked.
This procedure was followed for both the placement decision and the
reintegration scenarios (Zabel, Peterson, Smith, & White, 1982).

These researchers found that a discrepancy existed between the
information that was available to educators in making educational decisions
and the value (usefuiness) teachers placed on that information. In both cases,
it may be generalized that the most readily available information was not the
most useful in making educational decisions (Zabel, Peterson, Smith, & White,
1982).

Summary

There are difficulties in categorizing behavior because of the complexity
of defining behavior. Behavior is defined as all that a person does and is only
inappropriate in the context of setting. Educators have the responsibility to
teach both academic and behavior curricula. Two methods of behavior
categorization, the clinical and the empirical, are used in classifying behavior.
The clinical model requires extensive training in observation, diagnosis,
eticlogy, and intervention. The empirical model requires only that the rater
knows the subject and can respond to items describing behavior. Even after
behavior has been categorized, the data that led to the categorization may not
be useful to teachers working in classrooms.

Considerations in Designing Behavioral | ions for | .
Behavi

Long and Newman (1980), discuss classroom management with an

elaboration of RedI's four-notched scale These are provided below with a

review of Long and Newman’s discussion.
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Pemitting. According to Long and Newman, permitting behavior is
designed to inform the subjects of allowable behavior. Not only is it important
for students to know what is not allowable, it is equally necessary to inform
them of what behavior is permissible.

JTolerating. Some behaviors may be tolerated, but not sanctioned by
the teacher (Long & Newman). When the teacher tolerates some
inappropriate behaviors, students learn that although rules are to be followed,
an opportunity exists to learn without undue fear of punishment.

Interfering with behavior. Unlike permitting and tolerating, the
interfering with behavior intervention is designed to change behavior. Long
and Newman discuss twelve levels of interventions. These interventions
range from ignoring inappropriate behavior through physical restraint. The
teacher makes intervention decisions bases on the context of the behavior and
setting.

Preventive planning. Similar to permitting and tolerating, preventive
planning is not a behavioral intervention. Preventive planning is designing and
altering the environment or curriculum so that the likelihood of inappropriate
behavior is reduced.

Behavioral | ion R I

Behavioral interventions, for the purposes of this study, are those
activities undertaken by the teacher to hinder or change a student’s behavior.
Interventicons from the clinical approach are nct of interest to the purpcse of
this study and will not be discussed. Included in this section will be behavioral

intervention strategies, intervention efficacy, and intervention acceptability.
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Behavioral Int tion Strateqi

Behavioral intervention strategies may be considered as a bank of
specific intervention options. A teacher might choose from among a number
of possible interventions in the bank the one intervention with the best
probability of success. The literature abounds with specific interventions
tested under controlled research conditions.

Most discussion of educational interventions occurs in the classroom
management literature. Charles (1989), Good and Brophy (1978), Thomas
(1980), Walker (1979), and Walker and Shea (1984), are examples of works in
which interventions are discussed in terms of classroom management
techniques. These are examples of texts which discuss intervention
strategies—an efficient method of collecting interventions that have similar
aspects into identifiable groups. These texts typically instruct on the common
attributes of a class or category of intervention that is useful to developing the
general understanding of behavioral interventions.

A less efficient method of reviewing behavioral interventions is to review
actual studies of specific behavioral interventions. By their very nature,
studies investigating behavioral interventions are very specific, not providing
the broad perspective necessary for developing a general understanding of a
class or category of interventions. An example of how specifically detailed
behavioral intervention research can get is the response cost lottery (Witt &
Elliott, 1982) or home-base reinforcement (Witt, Hannafin, & Martens, 1983).

Such a detailed search is completely beyond the scope of this review.
Rather, this review is to build a foundation for the broad spectrum of strategies
on which teachers may rely in developing behavioral interventions for

inappropriate behavior.



Educators have limiting parameters within which they must work.
Educators must keep their educational goals in mind when designing
interventions. Certainly there are interventions that guarantee the elimination
of a specific behavior, but potentially may interfere with the overall educational
goal. Teachers must also determine whether the intervention is morally
circumspect and legal. Also, as is found to be a determining factor in the
literature to be discussed below, teachers must decide if the intervention is
personally acceptable.

The interventionist must consider all these aspect prior to the
implementation of an intervention. For example, tying a child to a chair with a
rope during music class would most likely end the problem of that child
running around the room during music class, but the intervention may interfere
with the overall educational goal, is morally viclate, possibly illegal, and wholly
unacceptable. The research has reduced these concerns regarding
interventions into three areas of investigation--efficacy, acceptability, and
frequency.

Behavioral Int tion Eff

Studies of intervention efficacy investigate the effectiveness of
interventions. Martens, Peterson, Witt, and Cirone (1986) identify this concept
by referring to intervention effectiveness as "...the ability to produce changes
in student behavior” (p. 213). As is typical with interventions research, efficacy
research is remarkably varied and detailed. Below is a2 small sampling of
studies demonstrating the efficacy of several interventions. Following the

sampling is a brief discussion of intervention generalization issues.
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A sample behavioral intervention. As discussed eatrlier, interventions
may be as numerous and varied as the number of students and their
inappropriate behaviors. Therefore, any attempt to detail all of the
interventions that appear in the efficacy research literature would extend
beyond the scope of this review. However, it would be prudent to demonstrate
that behavioral interventions can produce behavior change. To demonstrate
this, a sample of a typical study is presented. The purpose of the following
review is to show that interventions have efficacy.

Witt and Elliott (1982) investigated the efficacy of response cost
interventions. In a study that utilized an ABAB design, three students of the
twenty-eight in the classroom were identified as target subjects. These
subjects were boys whose behavior was such that they had been referred for
placement in a rcom for behavior discrdered students. The respense cost
lottery was designed so that during an identified study period the students
would retain slips of paper for positive behavior and lose slips of paper for
inappropriate behavior. The slips remaining at the end of the study period
were collected by the teacher each day. As was explained to the subjects, the
greater the number of paper slips collected each day increased the chances of
winning a desired prize at the end of the week.

The subjects of the study were on task during the baseline for a mean
of 10% of the intervals observed, increasing to a mean of 68% during the first
treatment phase. At reversal to baseline conditions, the subjects were on task
for a mean of 43% of the intervals. During the second intervention period, the
subjects on-task mean increased to 73%. A control observation of the non-
subject students indicated a mean of on-task behavior at a range of 58% to

94%, averaging 80% through the investigation period. The result of this
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particular study indicated that through the response cost lottery the three
subjects on the verge of placement in a room for behavior disordered students
were able to improve to a behavior rate similar to the other students in the
room (Witt & Elliott, 1982).

Efficacy and generalization. As Witt and Elliott (1982) demonstrate, it is
possible to improve the classroom behavior of students by implementing
interventions. Thus, the efficacy of implementing interventions is
demonstrated. Billingsley (1986) looks at the efficacy issue from a slightly
different perspective.

Billingsley (1986) discusses the issue of efficacy in terms of
generalization. Billingsley intimates that most interventions have some degree
of effectiveness in changing behavior, but the efficacy of interventions is one
of generalization. Though the child may learn appropriate behavioral
responses in one setting, inappropriate behavior may remain unchecked in
another setting. “it has become a widely recognized fact that acquisition of
behaviors in an instructional setting is insufficient to insure movement toward
an independent and functional adjustment to one’s environment.” (p. 1).
Therefore, according to Billingsley, the search for intervention efficacy reflects
a strong generalization component.

Conversely, Grossnickle and Sesko (1985) suggest that efficacy is one
of intervention specificity. Perhaps stating the obvious, they write that “No
ideal cure or punishment exists for ali types of misbehavior” (p. 45).

Therefore, it is necessary to “pinpoint the causes or motivation for misbehavior
before setting out to cure” the student of inappropriate behavior (p. 45).
Though Billingsley (1986) raises a valid concemn regarding the

generalization of interventions, Grossnickle and Sesko (1985) would seem to
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argue that something is better than nothing. Though it would appear to be a
laudable goal for intervening in the inappropriate behaviors of a student in a
manner that would transfer across settings, educators have a responsibility to
the offending student, as well as that student’s peers, to intervene and stop
the inappropriate behavior as quickly and appropriately as possible.
Behavioral Int ion A bili

Studies of intervention acceptability investigate how well specific
interventions are accepted, or tolerated, by those connected to the
procedures. Typically, acceptability studies examine the perceptions of
interventionists, determining intervention fairness, reasonableness, and
appropriateness (Turco, Witt, & Elliott, 1985). That fairness, reasonableness,
and appropriateness are components of acceptability is not all that surprising.
A logical conclusion would be that a specific intervention selected for
implementation would be subject to some evaluation scheme prior to its use.

Studies investigating the acceptability of interventions have taken place
in clinical and educational settings. Witt and Martens (1983) refer to the
difficulties of generalizing the findings of clinical studies to schools. More
specifically, in terms of interventions, Witt and Martens mention that a
“different set of variables may influence the acceptability of interventions in
schools” (p. 511). Clearly the mission and clientele of mental health
institutions are different than those of the schools. Since this study is
concerned only with educational interventions, only acceptability of
interventions in educational setting will be reviewed. Presented below is a
look at selected school-based intervention acceptability research.

A common method of conducting acceptability research in the

educational community is case study research. Inthese studies, researchers



provide narrative scenarios consisting of hypothetical behavior(s) to a
research sample composed of teachers or other applicable personnel. The
subjects read the case study and then make some judgment about specified
interventions. Typically, the collective judgments of the sample are then
tabulated in 2 manner which provides a ranking of intervention acceptability.

Witt and Martens (1983) conducted one such study as described
above. They had 180 preservice teachers and student teachers read one
case study about a boy with behavior problems from a pool of 18 case studies.
The pool of case studies contained a mild behavior problem, a moderate
behavior problem, and a severe behavior problem. The possible interventions
from which the teachers could chose included a total of six--three to increase
behavior and three to decrease behavior. The subjects then rated these six
classroom interventions as to intervention acceptability on a Likert scale.
Means were calculated for the acceptability rating of each intervention for each
of the three behavior severity classifications. A principal component factor
analysis with varimax rotation determined factors for intervention acceptability.

The results of the Witt and Martens (1983) study indicated that as a
behavior problem increased in severity, the more acceptable strong intrusive
interventions became. Additionally, the factor analysis indicated that five
issues are present in designing interventions for educationai use. These five
issues are: (1) intervention suitability for mainstream classrooms; (2) possible
risk to the child; (3) teacher time; (4) negative side effects; and (5) teacher
intervention skills.

In another case study, Witt, Moe, Gutkin, and Andrews (1984) found
similar results to Witt and Martens (1983). In the Witt et al. study, case studies

were developed to explain the behavior problem and potential interventions in
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specific jargon--behavioral, pragmatic, or humanistic. The case studies were
submitted to 112 elementary (K-8) teachers for review. The rating of the
teachers were recorded on the Intervention Rating Profile (Witt & Martens,
1983).

The results of this study support the hypothesis that the acceptability
(reasonableness, faimess, and appropriateness) of interventions varies
acconrding to the perceptions of the teacher. A note of interest in the Witt et al.
(1984) study is that this concept of acceptability changes over time. As
teachers became more experienced, their acceptability over the range of
acceptable interventions narrowed.

Turco, Witt, and Elliott (1985), provide a succinct summation of
acceptability research. “...Researchers have found large individual differences
among teachers in acceptability judgments, although all teachers are
concerned that interventions be acceptable” (p. 52). Although it is difficult to
predict what intervention may be acceptable to a particular person or group, it
remains apparent that teachers make a judgment in regard to acceptability.
summary

Interventions are activities undertaken by the teacher to hinder or
change a student’s behavior. In order to review literature relevant to changing
student behavior, three areas were defined-behavioral intervention strategies,
behavioral intervention efficacy, and behavioral intervention acceptability.

Behavior management textbooks provide the most appropriate and
useful synthesis of intervention strategies. These texts contain a large number
of strategies from which teachers may glean possible interventions. The
research is replete with studies of individual interventions, but is not a practical

method for teachers to get an overview of the multiple interventions necessary



for classroom use.

The research has abundant evidence supporting the efficacy of
interventions. However, the concern exists that interventions may not provide
suitable training for students to generalize their learning. The challenge
remains to change student behavior in schools for the improvement of the
misbehaving student as well as the other students in the classroom.

Educators have restrictions, both ethical and legal, as to what
interventions are applicable to their students. Individual teachers may find an
ethical and legal intervention to be personally distasteful. The evidence
indicates that a teacher is not likely to use a distasteful intervention, regardless
of the child's behavior and irrespective of the established effectiveness of the
intervention.

Selection | to Consid

Teacher interventions are not without some personal cost to the
teacher. Wood suggests that interventions are selected on the basis of two
goals (1991). Teachers “(a) ... manage or stop the problem behavior and (b)
redirect the student to learning and permit the teacher to get back to the
primary task of instruction™ (p. 20). In order to accomplish these goals, a
personal cost is extracted from the teacher. This cost varies somewhat
among individuals and is based on variables such as: the resources, both
personal and material, required to “plan, implement, and maintain” (p. 18) the
intervention; the stress experienced by the teacher; and the ethical concerns
regarding the intervention on the subjects. Wood developed a scale that rates
specific interventions on these associated personal costs.

Wood (1988) indicates that teachers have three considerations when

choosing interventions. These considerations are principles, outcomes, and
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role/setting. Principles refer to a set of beliefs, or a theoretical perspective,
about behavior cause and behavior change. Outcomes are the expected
results of an intervention. Role/setting refers to the social, or community,
expectations and standards in which the teachers work. Using this triad as a
basis for reviewing several previous works by Wood and various colleagues,
Wood suggests that as the behavior of a given population of students moves
further away from the norm, teachers tend to select interventions that are
increasingly aversive. _

Grossnickle and Sesko (1985) seem to make a similar point. Asa
student’s behavior becomes increasing aversive or pervasive, increasingly
stronger interventions may be necessary. They propose a school wide
strategy for handling the problems presented by misbehaving students. This
strateqy ranges from “motivational pep talks” (p. 41) and reprimands, through
contingency contracts, to suspensions and expulsions. These interventions
range from those that may be implemented by teachers and administrators to
those that may be enforced by administrators alone.

In an effort to reduce the cost, as described by Wood (1988) above,
methods exist to provide support among teachers. Johnson and Pugach
(1991) describe a method that uses peer collaboration to increase the
effectiveness of interventions, while reducing the personal cost to teachers
who have the responsibility of students with learning and behavior problems.
This peer collaboration was described in a report of research conducted in
Wyoming, Wisconsin, and lllinois.

Johnson and Pugach (1991) trained a group of teachers in the process
of peer coliaboration. This process contained four steps that include clarifying

the question or problem, summarizing that problem, implementing an



intervention, and evaluating the outcome. After a period of training,
implementation of the process was started. A control group of teachers were
not trained in this process.

The results indicated that the teachers trained in the peer collaboration
tended to change their expectations of the intervention and, as a result,
reduced the stress they felt. The trained teachers became more tolerant of the
students demands, while the control group became less tolerant as the year
progressed.

Summary

Interventions should be developed according to a continuum based on
intervention aggressiveness. However, all interventions extract an emotional,
personal cost from the teacher implementing the intervention. This personal
cost subtracts from the resources available. A teacher must consider
principles, outcomes, and role or setting when developing an intervention
strategy. Interventions also may be effectively implemented in a school-wide
strategy. Teachers may assist each other in developing and implementing
interventions.

Summary

Four areas were addressed in this review. These areas established the
concept of inappropriate behavior, reviewed the two major categories of
inappropriate behavior, reviewed selected behavioral intervention research,
and presented interventionist considerations in designing behavioral
interventions for inappropriate behaviors.

Behavior categorization is a function of its existence in relation of its
context with the setting. Categorization of inappropriate behavior is hampered

by the inability of professionals to utilize a common model. One model for
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assessment is the clinical model, which is used by professionals highly trained
in the areas of observation, diagnosis, etiology, and clinical intervention. The
other model is the empirical model, which is derived from statistical
methodology. The empirical model is designed for use by school
psychologists and teachers.

Interventions were reviewed in terms of strategies, efficacy, and
acceptability. The most efficient method of reviewing strategies is by using
textbooks. Textbooks provide a synthesis of the many interventions that may
be found in journals. Selected studies that demonstrated the efficacy of
interventions were reviewed. However, some authors suggest that efficacy
should be kept within the context of generalization. Acceptability of
interventions tends to be based on intervention fairness, reasonableness, and
appropriateness. Teachers may find interventions that are legal and ethical to
be personally distasteful and unusable.

Interventions are designed in relationship to the student behavior. A
continuum with four steps was presented as a likely framework when
developing interventions. Just as the student behavior taxes a teacher
emotionally, the intervention may have similar impact. To reduce this cost to
teachers, teachers may develop a peer collaboration system to assist one
another.



Chapter Three: Methods
Introduction

The purpose of this exploratory study was to examine the relationship
between teachers' report of student misbehavior and the frequency with which
they implement behavioral interventions . To this end, this study investigated
two relationships between these variables by using a scale that quantifies
teachers' reports regarding the frequency of their intervention use with a target
student and a scale that classifies that target student’s behavior.

An overview of the existing database follows, along with a description of
the methods used in the present study.

Existing Datal

The data utilized in this investigation were retrieved from an existing
database. This existing database was assembled as part of a three-year
(1986-1989), federally funded research project conducted at the University of
Nebraska-Lincoln. This research project, officially titled the Diagnosis and
Service Delivery Systems in Childhood Behavior Disorders project, was more
familiarly known as the Behavior Disorders Research Project (BDRP)
(Conoley & Peterson, 1986). The purpose of the BDRP was to study the
school and community services children receive and to examine the
concordance of school and mental health diagnostic systems. The BDRP
satisfied all requirements of the University of Nebraska Institutional Review
Board for human subjects research.
Target Subjects for BDRP

The students who served as target subjects for the BDRP (N=483)
were from the southeast corner of the State of Nebraska, in an area of

approximately a 100 mile radius of the city of Lincoin. The target subjects
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were students between the ages of 11 and 15 identified as behaviorally

disordered (BD), as leaming disabled (LD) , or as general education non-
disabled students (ND).

The student sample for this project was determined by a multi-phased
selection process. The selection process began with project personnel
determining the attendance centers for all students identified as behaviorally
disordered and learning disabled within the specified radius of Lincoln. This
determination of attendance centers for students was made using Nebraska
State Department of Education (NSDE) student demographic data.
Attendance centers were identified in that the NSDE could not provide the
names of individual students without violating student and parental rights to
privacy.

Project personnel contacted the school administration of the schools at
which these as yet unidentified students attended. The first contact with the
schools was by letter, with a telephone follow-up, to the director of special
education for that schiool. These contacts solicited participation of the schools
in the project. Directors who were agreeable to the BDRP purposes were
encouraged to secure the necessary permission from appropriate district
personnel. Once permission was granted for district participation in the
project, the districts identified the children with placements in special
education as behaviorally disordered and learning disabled.

Parents were contacted to gamer consent for their child’s participation
in the study. Contact was established by either district personnel or BDRP
personnel. Only those students whom parents granted permission were
included in the BDRP.



Present Study
Target Subjects of the Present Study

The present study uses only a portion of the data generated by the
BDRP. It should be noted that in the original, larger study the target subjects
were students. In the present study, the target subjects are the teachers of
those students, not the students themselves.

‘The present study used the Intemalizing normalized T-score, the
Externalizing normalized T-score, and the Total Problems normalized T-score
from the Child Behavior Checklist-Teacher Report Form (CBC-TRF)
(Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1985) as the predictor variable. The five teacher
intervention factors determined by the BDRP Intervention Survey (Conoley &
Peterson, 1986) were used as the criterion variable.

Instruments and Measures

The Child Behavior Checklist-Teacher Report Form (CBC-TRF)
(Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1985) is a behavior checklist that produces broad-
band classifications of student behavior. Although the CBC-TRF also
produces information and scores for school performance, adaptive functioning,
and narrow-band behavioral syndromes, only the broad-band behavioral and
total problems scores will be used in this study. Therefore, the foliowing
discussion attends only tc the broad-band behavioral and total problem
scores, omitting reference to the other parts.

The CBC-TRF (Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1985) solicits and rates
student behavior based on teacher observation. The CBC-TRF provides
teachers the opportunity to rate student behavior/emotional problems on 118

items related to specific student behaviors that may be problematic. The



ratings of student behavior are according to teacher perceptions and are
measured on a three-point scale indicating whether the item is not true (0),
somewhat or sometimes true (1), or very true or often true (2). The teacheris
to consider student behavior within the most recent two month time period.
Three open-ended items are included in the behavior section; these are not
analyzed in the present study.

Teacher responses on the CBC-TRF (Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1985)
are scored and reported on separate forms according to student gender and
age. Boys and girls are scored and reported separately, as are the age
groups of 6-11 and 12-16. Boys and giris from the 12-16 age group form was
used in the BDRP.

Nomns. Achenbach and Edelbrock provide appropriate and adequate
normative information for the CBC-TRF (1985). Normative samples were
derived from 665 teachers (1,100 students), representing regular education
grades 1 through 10. One boy and one girl from each teacher's classroom
was randomly seiected for CBC-TRF compietion. Three geographic iocations
representing the midwest (Omaha, Nebraska) south (Nashville, Tennessee),
and east (Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania) were used to determine the normative
scores. Return rate of completed forms was 92.8%. Socioeconomic status
and race statistics of the normative sample were reported by the authors.
Christenson (1992), writing for the Buros Yearbook of Mental Measurements,
suggests that the norms established by Achenbach and Edelbrock are a major
strength of the CBC-TRF.

Validity. Achenbach and Edelbrock (1986) provide appropriate
description in determining content and construct validity of the CBC-TRF
(Achenbach and Edelbrock, 1985). Content and construct validity will be
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discussed in greater detail below. Before this discussion of validity, a brief

overview of the CBC-TRF and its relationship to the CBCL is presented.

The CBC-TRF was designed to measure essentially the same student
behavioral problems as the original Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL)
(Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1981), but from the perspective of the teacher
instead of the parent. The CBCL was developed to assess the preblem areas
of children that were of concem to parents and mental health professionals. In
the CBCL the social/behavioral items were developed from clinical and
research literature, along with the consultation of mental health professionals.
The CBCL used children referred for mental health services or special school
services to determine the broad-band groups. Scores from a total of 2,300
students were used to determine the broad-band groups. The referred
children were reported to have scored significantly higher than the non-
referred children on each item except for Allergy and Asthma (p<.005). As
Achenbach and Edelbrock concluded, the CBCL seemed to validate the
professicnal judgments of the mental health werkers (1283).

The CBC-TRF (Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1985) utilized many of the
same items for assessment as the CBCL (Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1981).
Some items from the CBCL were considered not suitable for teacher
assessment, as the behaviors were not observable in the school setting.
CBCL items removed included the two non-significant items (Allergy and
Asthma) along with three other items: bowel movements outside toilet; cruel
to animals; and disobedient at home. These items were replaced with the
following items: Hums or makes other odd noises in class; Fails to finish
things he/she starts; Defiant, talks back to staff; Fidgets; and Difficulty
following directions. (Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1986).
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Content validity is the determination of whether a device actually

measures what it is supposed to measure. Achenbach and Edelbrock (1986)
determined that the CBC-TRF was intended to measure the problems children
have in school, as defined in the CBCL discussion above. To determine if
content validity existed, they compared the scores obtained on the items of the
CBC-TRF with 1100 students referred for behavioral or social/emotional
services. They found that significant differences (p<.005) existed on each
item, with the exception of item number 75, shy or timid. From these resuits,
they concluded that the CBC-TRF had satisfactory content validity when using
the mental health referrals as the standard.

The assessment of content validity provided by Achenbach and
Edelbrock for the CBC-TRF is in agreement with the standards of content
validity as discussed by Borg and Gall (1983). Writing in the Buros Mental
Measurements Yearbook, Christenson (1992) indicates that the CBC-TRF has
appropriate description of content validity. Achenbach and Edelbrock caution
the user to determine if the content of the CBC-TRF is appropriate for the
intended use.

Achenbach and Edelbrock (1986) also provide evidence that the CBC-
TRF (Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1985) has construct validity. They point out
that the main purpose of the CBC-TRF is to determine discriminating
groupings of behavior so that the causes, outcomes, and best treatment of a
disorder might be determined. To establish the construct validity, the CBC-
TRF narrow-band behavior syndromes and broad-band scores were
comrelated with the Conners Revised Teacher Rating Scale, which is used to
assess hyperactivity and attention deficits. Acceptable Pearson correlations

were reported across similar indicators of the two protocols. Additional
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evidence of construct validity was provided by comparing the scores of the

CBC-TRF with independently determined diagnoses.

Beliability. Reliability is documented and established for the CBC-TRF
(Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1985). Two test-retest groups were implemented to
assess the test-retest reliability of the CBC-TRF--one group on a fifteen-day
timeline, and the other group on a seven-day schedule. Both groups were
subjected to the Pearson correlation and the t-test. Although the separate
item correlation varied from the median correlation in both retest periods, they
were judged acceptable. The fifteen day retest was .84 and the seven day
retest was .90. The authors attributed the stronger correlation in the seven-
day retest group to the shorter elapsed time.

The t-test was used to determine if a difference existed in the mean
magnitude between the test and the retest. Although 17 individual items (of a
possible 89) proved to exceed the expected difference (p <.05), the overall
differences between the two sets of scores were considered acceptable as
well.

The reliability of the CBC-TRF withstands the scrutiny of outside
assessments. Christenson (1992) reports that Achenbach and Edelbrock
have “provided strong, sound evidence” for the reliability data reported in the
CBC-TRF (p. 64). Elliott and Busse (1992) similarly report that the reliabilities
reported by Achenbach and Edelbrock are “very respectable and compare well
to other teacher rating scales” (p. 167).

Yarigbles of interest to present study. The CBC-TRF (Achenbach &
Edelbrock, 1985) scores of interest in the present study are the broad-band
externalizing, the broad-band internalizing, and the total problems scores. The

externalizing broad-band group is characteristic of student behaviors that are
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*...aggressive, antisocial, [and] undercontrolled...” (Achenbach & Edelbrock,

1983, p. 31). The interalizing broad-band group is descriptive of students
that are "...fearful, inhibited, [and] overcontrolled...” (p. 31). In the
development of the CBC-TRF, some inappropriate behaviors could not be
separated exclusively into one or the other broad-band categories. Therefore,
a total problem score provides information regarding these non-exclusive
inappropriate behaviors.

EBDRP Intervention Survey

Teacher perceptions regarding the frequency of their behavior-oriented
interventions were determined by the BDRP Intervention Survey (Conoley &
Peterson, 1986). Developed specifically Behavior Disorders Research
Project, the BDRP Intervention Survey is an adaptation of the Classroom
Intervention Profile (Martens, Peterson, Witt, & Cirone, 1986). The BDRP
Intervention Survey is reproduced in Appendix A.

The BDRP Intervention Survey (Conoley & Peterson, 1986) contained a
total of fifty-three items in three major categories. One category was
composed of questions referring to the teacher’s and the child’s demographic
background. This category was composed of 19 items. A second category
asked the teacher to identify specific models of behavior theory in which the
teacher had received training. Six models of behavior theory were presented
for teachers to respond. The third category was composed of the items of
interest to this study--the rating of the perceived frequency with which the
teacher used a particular behavior oriented intervention for a specifically
identified student. This portion consisted of 28 Likert-like items on 28 potential
teacher behavioral interventions. Since only the third portion of the BDRP

Intervention Survey is of interest in this study, and the first two categories are



not of interest, only the section dealing with the perceived frequency of
behavioral-oriented interventions is discussed in the following narrative.

It should be noted that four items on the BDRP Intervention Survey
(Conoley & Peterson, 1986) were not from the Classroom Intervention Profile
(Martens et al., 1986). Also, eight items from the Classroom Intervention
Profile were omitted from the BDRP Intervention Survey. These 12 items
were not involved in the factor analysis; the only items submitted for this
procedure were the same 24 items appearing on both the Classroom
Intervention Profile and the BDRP Intervention Survey. See Appendix C for
itemization of these differences.

Instructions to participating teachers on the portion of the survey
dealing with the frequency of their behavioral interventions asked them to
"...indicate how frequently you have employed each intervention with regard to
[name of target student] during the time you work directly with this student”
(BDRP Intervention Survey, Conoley & Peterson, 1986). On the intervention
items, the teachers were o respond on the Likert-like scale consisting of five
points ranging from "never" through "daily".

Validity. Since the BDRP Intervention Survey (Conoley & Peterson,
1986) is a second generation of the Classroom Intervention Profile (Martens et
al., 1986), some discussion of the Classroom Intervention Profile validity is
warranted here. The Classroom Intervention Profile is reproduced in Appendix
B.

In their investigation, Martens et al. (1986) conducted validity analysis
by distributing the questionnaire to a pilot group of 24 teachers. These
teachers were asked to complete open-ended question regarding their likes

and dislikes of the survey in addition to judging the profile on the basis of
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ambiguous wording. The pilot teachers reported no ambiguous wording and

the likes/dislikes fell into four categories: “(a) item wording was clear and
concise; (b) item sampling was comprehensive; (€) descriptions accurately
represented interventions in actual use; and (d) completion the questionnaire
was time consuming because of the large item number” (p. 215).

Since the BDRP Intervention Survey (Conoley & Peterson, 1986) was
based on the Classroom intervention Profile (Martens et al., 1986), another
pilot study of the BDRP Intervention Survey was not conducted. Need for
another pilot study was not warranted since the items used in the BDRP
Intervention Survey did not substantively change from the Classroom
Intervention Profile.

The last component of validity of concern with the BDRP Intervention
Survey (Conoley & Peterson, 1986) is face validity. Face validity, the
subjective judgment of the evaluator’s appraisal based on the apparent
relevance of a test to its intended purpose (Borg & Gall, 1983), is acceptable
for the BDRP intervention Survey. Martens, Peterson, Witt, and Cirone (1986)
judged the Classroom Intervention Profile to have validity. Since the BDRP
was based on this original questionnaire by Martens et al., the BDRP
Intervention Survey was judge to be similarly valid.

Content, predictive, and concurrent validity was not necessary for the
use of the BDRP Intervention Survey in the present study. The stated purpose
of the BDRP Intervention Survey is not related to achievement, skill, or
proficiency testing. Also, no attempt is made to predict future behavior or
correlate current perceptions to perceptions derived from other questionnaires
or surveys. The BDRP Intervention Survey asks only what a teacher's

perception is at a particular time.
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Reliability. In that both systematic and random errors may affect the

internal consistency (one form of reliability) of a measure, reliability checks on
the BDRP Intervention Survey were conducted. In general, two major
procedures for estimation of reliability were available--those procedures
necessitating two administrations of a measure, and those procedures
allowing only a single administration (Crocker & Algina, 1986).

Since the two-administration method of reliability estimation involves
the administration of either two separate devices or a single device twice, this
method was judged impractical given the single probe nature of the BDRP
Intervention Survey. Additionally, multiple assessment methods measure
different sources of error than that of the single form methods. The multiple
assessment methods measure the sources of error in either the change in the
respondent over time or the content sampling from one form to a second form.
Therefore, the single administration reliability method was selected for
determining an estimation of reliability (Crocker & Algina, 1986).

Crocker and Algina (1986) describe two procedures in which the
reliability estimates utilizing a single administration for a measure may be
established—the split-half reliability methods and the covariant methods. A
problem with the split-half methods, described by Crocker and Algina, is in the
underestimation of the reliability estimate due to the error of measurement
inherent in shorter tests. Since the split-half method divides the single test into
two measures, the possibility of increased error of measurement is enhanced,
thereby reducing the estimate of reliability. An additional drawback to the split-
half method is that is does not produce a unique estimate of a test’s reliability
because there are virtually an infinite number of ways to split the test into
halves (1986).
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Crocker and Algina indicate that these problems with split-half methods

may be alleviated by using covariant methods of estimating reliability. Three
covariant methods are available: Hoyt's, Kuder-Richardson 20 (and 21), and
Cronbach’s alpha. Hoyt's method utilizes the results of analysis of variance to
determine the estimate of reliability. Kuder-Richardson’s 20 and 21 is another
method, but is only for use with dichotomous variables. Cronbach’s alpha may
be used with a wide variety of variables, of which the Likert-like scales is one.

Cronbach’s alpha was used to determine reliability estimates of the
BDRP Intervention Survey (Conoley & Peterson, 1986). The Cronbach aipha
was selected for use because the Likert-like scale fits the criteria for its use.
An additional consideration was that the analysis of variance, a requisite for
Hoyt’s, was an extra, unnecessary step for the purposes of this study. The
Cronbach’s alpha for estimated reliability of the BDRP Intervention Survey was
91. As aresult, the BDRP Intervention Survey was judged to have adequate
internal consistency.

it should be noted that these results are derived from the total score of
the BDRP Intervention Survey (Conoley & Peterson, 1986) and is not based
on sub-scores derived from the six factors. The number of BDRP intervention
Survey respondents (N=162) was not of sufficient number to aliow for
computing the alpha for each factor. The general rule suggested by Crocker
and Algina (1986) for determining sub-test scores (i.e. factors) is “... the larger
of the following: 100 examinees or 10 times the number of variables” (p. 296).
Since the BDRP Intervention Survey uses 24 variables in this study, it would

be necessary to have 240 respondents to determine the alpha for each factor.
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Eactor analysis. The results of the original factor analysis (Martens et

al., 1986) provided six factors. The factors were labeled | through VI: Factor |,
Redirection; Factor I, Consultation; Factor Ili, Manipulation of material reward;
Factor IV, Removal from classroom; Factor V, Time-out in the classroom; and
Factor VI, Alter classroom physical environment. The fifth factor, Factor V, will
not be used in the analysis of this study. This factor contained only two items
from those found in the Classroom Intervention Profile (Martens et al., 1986).

An overview of the five factors and a complete list of the associated
BDRP Intervention Survey items are in Appendix C. Some examples are
provided below:

1._Bedirection. Seven items in the BDRP Intervention Survey identified
this factor. Examples of redirection are “Verbally cue, prompt, or redirect
student behavior” and “Verbally encourage desired behavior”.

1l Consufltation. Five items in the BDRP Intervention Survey identified
the second factor. The teacher was provided a list of potential specialists,
inciuding psychoiogists and principais, and asked ii they “Seek support or
assistance regarding this student in person or over telephone...”

1iL._Manipulation of material reward. Five BDRP Intervention Survey
items identified the third factor. An example of these items is “Reinforce
student with materials, tokens, or points when the problem behavior is not
occurring”.

1V. Removal from classroom. Four Intervention Survey items were in
the fourth factor. An example of this item is “Require student to do time-out in
special isolation room”. Interestingly, the item “Seeking support or assistance
regarding this student in person or over telephone: Guidance Counselor” was

most associated with this factor.
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V. Time-out in the classroom. No items from the BDRP Intervention

Survey were in Factor V.

VI, _Alter classroom physical environment. Three items of the BDRP
Intervention Survey were most associated with Factor VI. “Change student’s
place in classroom” and “Change student’s curriculum, assignments, and/or
schedule” are examples of the items found in Factor VI.

Although this study will use five of the six factors identified by Martens
et al. (1986), a reporting of a factor analysis done with the data from the
present study will be briefly discussed here. The completed twenty-four
intervention items found on the BDRP Intervention Survey (Peterson &
Conoley, 1986) were submitted to principal component factor analysis. The
results of the varimax rotation provided three factors. The results of this
rotation were generally similar to the results of the original study conducted by
Martens et al., but did not duplicate exactly the factor analysis of the
Classroom Intervention Survey.

This analysis produced results that were generally similar to that of the
original factor analysis, although some current items did not fit exactly with the
initial factor descriptors. However, because of the desire to maintain
compatibility to the earlier study and the generally comparable results of the
factor analysis on the current data, the decision was made to use the analysis
on the factors as defined by Martens et al. (1986). Therefore, the factor
analysis conducted by Martens et al. will be used in this study, because the
factors they identified were developed in a logical fashion and provided more
detail in the intervention factors.

While the major thrust of the BDRP Intervention Survey (Conoley &

Peterson, 1986) is very similar to that of the Classroom Intervention Profile
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(Martens et al. 1986), some differences exist. For the purposes of the BDRP

Intervention Survey, specific students (the subjects of the BDRP) were
identified for each teacher to consider when determining the frequency of
intervention implementation. Asking teachers to rate their perception of
interventions for a specific child was a change from the original Classroom
intervention Profile (Martens et al., 1986). The original profile was a general
measure of a teacher's perception regarding overall interventions for any and
all students in that teacher’s classroom.

In concluding this section of validity, reliability, and factor analysis of the
BDRP intervention Survey (Conoley & Peterson, 1986), three issues warrant
concluding discussion. First, the decision to implement the original factor
analysis, which involves the slight factor analysis differences between the
original Classroom Intervention Profile (Martens et al., 1986) and the BDRP
Intervention Survey was a judgment call. The basis for this decision was
founded in the rationale that this study is exploratory, makes no educational or
treatment decisions, and that no specific students were singled cut for
analysis. Given these considerations, it was determined to be permissible to
accept the slight differences. Also, in that additional studies may be
conducted, future refinements certainly will be made on intervention surveys.
While these differences have been judged to be of little consequence, the
reader is cautioned to acknowledge the changes in the factor scores and
urged not to over-interpret these scores.

Procedures

The present study analyzes data from the fourth data collection phase
of the BDRP (the fall of the third year of the project, 1988-83). During the
fourth data collection phase of the BDRP, among other data collection
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procedures, teachers participating in the project completed a CBC-TRF

(Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1985) and a BDRP Intervention Survey (Conoley &
Peterson, 1986). The demographic issues mentioned eatlier in this study was
also collected during this same time period. Therefore, all information
discussed in the present study was collected at the same point in time.

The established project procedures for distributing and collecting the
rating scales follow. The CBC-TRF (Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1985) was given
to each teacher in person by project personnel. The project worker explained
the requested task to the teacher and gave a target date for CBC-TRF
completion. The project worker then collected the CBC-TRF at the
established time and returned it to the project office. In some cases,
arrangements were made for protocols to be mailed to the project office. The
BDRP Intervention Surveys (Conoley & Peterson, 1986) were mailed directly
to participating teache_rs. Instructions in the survey asked the teachers to
complete the survey and return the completed form by post-paid return mail.

Sceoring on completed and returned forms was conducted in the project
office. The CBC-TRF (Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1985) was scored by the
computerized program available from the CBC-TRF authors, that creates a
series of T-scores. The results of the BDRP Intervention Survey (Conoley &
Peterson, 1986) were entered directly onto a computer file. All scores for the
CBC-TRF and the BDRP Intervention Survey, as well as all BDRP data, were
stored on a mainframe computer file by the subject students’ project ID
number.

Statistical Analysi
Each research question is presented below with a discussion of the

necessary statistical issues.



52
Question 1. What is the relationship between student behavior and the

frequency with which classroom teachers indicate that they employ certain
intervention factors?

The analysis implemented for question one is correlative analysis.
Atthough correlative analysis may or may not determine directionality, in this
question, no attempt will be made to determine directionality. Therefore, the
variables under discussion for question 1 are not identified as predictor or
criterion variables.

One variable for this question will be the normalized T-scores derived
from the CBC-TRF (Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1985). These scores are the
internalizing normalized T-score, Externalizing normalized T-score, and the
Total Problems normalized T-score. The normalized T-scores have a mean of
50 and standard deviation of 10 (McConaughy & Achenbach, 1988).

The variable to be correlated with the previously identified variable will
be the intervention Factors from the BDRP Intervention Survey (Conoley &
Peterson, 1986). The factors used in this analysis will be: Factors |,
Redirection; Factor I, Consultation; Factor lil, Manipulation of material reward;
Factor IV, Removal from classroom; and Factor VI, Alter classroom physical
environment.

The working hypothesis for question one is that student behaviors are
statistically correlated with intervention factors. There are three statistical
hypotheses of interest in question one. These hypotheses are for the
Internalizing condition, the Externalizing condition, and the Total Problems
condition. In each condition the null hypothesis is that no statistical difference
exists between the correlation and zero. The alternative hypothesis in each

case is that the correlation between the population correlation is greater than
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or less than zero. The family-wise level of significance will be established at

.05. This signifies that if a null hypothesis is rejected, there is a 5% chance
that the rejection is false.

Question 2. Is it possible to determine a pattern of teacher
implemented interventions based on specific clusters of student behavior?

Unlike question one, question two requires the variables to be identified
for the purposes of analysis. In this question, the predictor variables are the
normalized T-scores derived from the CBC-TRF (Achenbach & Edelbrock,
1980). These scores are discussed above. The criterion variable are the
interventions Factors (also discussed above).

The analysis implemented for this question is full model regression.
The working hypothesis is that it is possible to predict the intervention factors
used by teachers based on the Internalizing, Externalizing, and Total
Problems normalized T-score of the CBC-TRF. The statistical hypotheses are
as follows: The null hypothesis is that there is no difference between the
Factor score and the regression of Internalizing, Externalizing, and Total
Problems normalized T-scores. The alternative hypothesis is that there is a
difference between the Factor score and the regression of intermnalizing,
Extermnalizing, and Total Problems. The null and altemate hypothesis do not
change across the five factors under investigation. The family-wise alphais
established at .05.



Table 3.1

Variabl IS for Questi and 2
———————————————————————— ——————————

Variable Source

Internalizing normalized T-score CBC-TRF

Externalizing normalized T-score CBC-TRF

Total problems normalized T-score CBC-TRF

Factor | BDRP Intervention Survey

Factor Il BDRP Intervention Survey

Factor llI BDRP Intervention Survey

Factor IV BDRP intervention Survey

Factor Vi BDRP Intervention Survey



Chapter Four: Resuits
Introduction

This exploratory study had two purposes. First, this study investigated
the relationship between student behavior and the frequency with which
teachers report using specific interventions. Second, this study attempted to
determine particular patterns of interventions used for specific types of student
behaviors.

Previous research efforts resulted in the development of student
behavior surveys that identify and quantify problem student behavior.
Previous research also assimilated teacher interventions into factors that
provide categorical identification of behavioral interventions. No readily
available research has been conducted under actual classroom conditions in
which student behavior is correlated to the frequency with which teacher-
selected and teacher-applied interventions are implemented.

Demographic Data

Demographic information provides descriptive characteristics regarding
both the students and the teachers involved in this study. The student
demographic information included original disability label, ethnicity, gender,
socioeconomic status, and family status. Teacher demographic data included
teacher gender, current level of education, and total number of years of
teaching experience.

Both the students and teachers represented in this study are from
schools located in southeast Nebraska within 100 miles of Lincoin, Nebraska.
These students and teachers are from 41 public school districts, ranging in
enroliment from 379 to 24,682 students.
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Student Demographic Data

Of the 483 students in the larger study, 76 qualified for inclusion in the
present study. This is the number of students from the larger study for whom
their teachers completed both a BDRP Intervention Survey (Conoley &
Peterson, 1986) and the CBC-TRF (Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1985). This
represents about 15% of the total number of students in the larger study.

Disability Iabel. Three disability categories were reported for the
students in the larger study. These labels were behavioral disorders (BD),
leaming disabilities (LD), and non-disabled (ND). For the 76 students
represented in the present study, the number of students with behavioral
disorders was 30, which composed 39.5% of the sample. There were 46
students with learning disabilities in the sample, which represents 60.5%. No
students in the present study were non-disabled. It is interesting to note that
from the larger study teachers did not return a completed set of protocols for
the BDRP Survey and the CBC-TRF for a single non-disabled student. Also,
in that the three disability groups were roughly equal in number, it is scmewhat
surprising that the number of students identified as having leaming disabilities
cutnumbers the students identified as having behavior disorders.

Ethnicity. The ethnicity of the students was established in four groups.
These groups were White, Black, American Indian, and Hispanic. In the
sample of 76 students, the largest component was that of White students.
This group totaled 73, which was 96.1% of the sample used in this study.
There was one Black student, one American Indian student, and one Hispanic
student, representing 1.3% of the sample for each of these ethnic groups.

Gender. Of the 76 students in the sample, 60 (78.9%) were male and

16 (21.1%) were female. The unequal size of the gender sample used in this
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study is reflective of the larger study. In the larger study, of the 483 students,

386 (77.8%) were male and 97 (19.6%) were female.

Socioeconomic status. Socioeconomic status was determined by the
formula established by Hollingshead (1975). The socioeconomic status, as
calculated by Hollingshead, ranged from a low of 9 to a high of 63.

Eamily status. Family status was reported in seven categories. The
most common family constellation was that of both biological parents present
in the home, 32 cases (54.2%), followed by one biolcgical parent in the home,
10 cases (13.2%). A close third, with nine cases (11.8%), was one female
parent in the home.

JTeacher Demographic Data

Descriptive data for the teachers in this study are presented below.
The data represent only those teachers for whom complete data sets were
available on the target students. The data are for teacher gender, level of
education, and years of teaching experience.

Teacher gender. Of the 76 teachers in the sampie, 30 (39.5%) were
male and 46 (60.5%) were female. As an observation, it is interesting to note
that while the majority of the teachers are female, over three-fourths of
identified disabled students were male (78.9%).

Current level of education. Education levels of teachers were
categorized at five levels: (1) Bachelor degree; (2) Bachelor plus 15 graduate
hours; (3) Master degree; (4) Master plus 15 hours; and (5) Master plus 30
hours. Eleven percent of the teachers held a bachelors degree only. Those
with a bachelors plus 15 graduate hours comprised 30% of the teachers. The
greatest percentage of teachers held a masters degree (34%). The masters

plus 15 and plus 30 categories comprised 13% and 11% of the sample
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respectively. The education level modal average for the teachers participating

is this smaller study was category three (masters degree).

Total number of years teaching experience. The teaching experience
of the teachers ranged widely, from new teachers to teachers with 36 years of
experience. The mean average for the number of years teaching experience
was 13.9 years, with a standard deviation of 8.7.

Data Analysis
Question 1

What is the relationship between student behavior and the frequency
with which classroom teachers indicate that they employ certain interventions?

The analysis implemented for question one was correlative analysis,
because the question seeks to find the relationship between two variables
(Hinkle, Wiersma, & Jurs, 1988). The specific analysis used in Question One
was the Pearson product-moment correlation (r), because the variables are
paired variables and both variables are at the interval level of measurement.
In comrelative analysis, it is not necessary te identify the variable’s origin. Each
variable is discussed below.

The student behavior variables for question one are the three
normalized T-scores derived from the CBC-TRF (Achenbach & Edelbrock,
1985). These three scores are the Internalizing T-score, Externalizing T-
score, and the Total Problems T-score. The T-scores have a mean of 50 and
standard deviation of 10 (McConaughy & Achenbach, 1988).

The teacher intervention variables are the Intervention Factors from the
BDRP Intervention Survey (Conoley & Peterson, 1986). The factors used in
this analysis were Factors |, Il lll, IV, and V1. Factor V was omitted from this

analysis due to its exclusion on the BDRP Intervention Survey from the
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oricinal Classroom Intervention Profile (Martens, et al., 1986). The mean and

standard dieviations of the Factors are reported in Table 4.1.

Discussion of the working and statistical hypotheses follow below. The
working hypothesis is that student behaviors are statistically correlated with
intervention factors. One would expect to find that specific behaviors are
related to specific interventions. In order to investigate the working
hypothesis, three statistical hypotheses were developed. The statistical
hypotheses are as follows: Internalizing - the null hypothesis is that no
statistical difference exists the population correlation and zero; Externalizing --
the null hypothesis is that no statistical difference exists between the
population correlation and zero; and Total Problems - the null hypothesis is
that no statistical difference exists between the population correlation and
zero. The alternative hypothesis in each case is that the correlation between
the population correlation is greater than or less than zero. The family-wise
level of significance was established at .05. This signifies that if a null
hypothesis is rejected, there is a §% chance that the rejection is false.

The results of the Pearson product moment correlation are shown
below in Table 4.2. In Table 4.2, the full name of the factors are truncated, as
are the full names of the normalized T-scores. The correlation coefficient is

reported for each paired variable as an indication of its level of significance.



Deviation

Factor |. Redirection 3.098 .856
Factor Il. Consultation 1.729 .761
Factor lil. Manipulation 1.923 .805
Factor IV. Remove 1.305 489
Factor VI. Alter 1.978 .849
Table 4.2

P Product M { Correlation Goefficients for Int tion F I
Internalized. Externalized. and Total Normalized T-S

Factor | Factor Il Factor I Factor IV Factor Vi
Redirection  Consult Manipulate = Remove Alter
r r r r r
Internalized 24 32" a7 21 .36**
Externalized 32" 27 .06 .28 .30*
Total Problems .34** 35" J2 31* 37
n=76
Family-wise alpha = .05
*p<.01
*p<.005

As shown in Table 4.2, there are no high correlations between the

intervention factors and the normalized T-scores. The strongest correlations



61
tend to fall in the low positive correlation range (Hinkle, Wiersma, & Jurs,

1988). Hinkle, Wiersma, and Jurs suggest that correlations from .30 to .50 be
classified as low positive correlations. They suggest that .30 is the lowest
meaningful correlation based on the proportion of individual differences
associated with each variable. With a correlation of .30, the coefficient of
determination (r2) is .09, meaning that less than .10 of the variance of one
variable is shared with the variance of the second variable.

The strongest correlation reported in Table 4.2 is .37. This correlation
is between Factor VI, Alter the Classroom Physical Environment and the Total
Problems normalized T-score. Other low positive correlations from Table 4.2
are: Factor VI, Alter the Physical Environment and Internalized normalized T-
score (.36); Factor Il, Consulftation and Total Problems normalized T-score
(.35); and Factor I, Redirection and Total Problems normalized T-score (.34).
Four additional correlations were found in this low positive correlation range,
two correlations at .32, one at .31, and one at .30.

Table 4.2 shows that Factor lll, Manipulation of material reward, was
not significantly correlated with any one of the three CBC-TRF scores. Factor
Vi, Alter Classroom physical environment, was significantly correlated with all
three CBC-TREF scores. All of the correlations that were greater than .30 were
found to be significant within the Family-wise alpha of .05.

As interesting as the low positive correlations between behavior and
interventions may be, a particular note of interest is the surprising weakness of
correlations found between Factor lll, Manipulation of Material Rewards and
any of the T-scores. A statistical note in regard to the weak correlations with
Factor lll: none of the correlations for Factor lil, Manipulation of Material

Rewards, were significant, so there is no assurance that the correlation
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actually was not zero.

As reported in the analysis findings, the strongest correlation found in
this study was between Factor VI, Alter the Classroom Physical Environment
and the Total Problems T-score. The Total Problems T-score represents all
inappropriate behaviors, since behaviors can not always be considered to be
dichotomously internal or external. From this observation, it would seem that
for any inappropriate behavior, represented by the Total Problems T-score, the
most frequent teacher intervention is to alter the physical environment in the
classroom. This finding is further enhanced by the separate correlations of the
Internalizing and Externalizing T-scores, both of which were also significantly
correlated to Factor Vi.

This correlation hints at an underlying concern regarding the Total
Problems T-score. Given that Total Problems represent behaviors that cannot
be isolated as either internal or external, it seems to foliow that the strongest
correlations might be found to exist between any and all the teacher
interventicn variables and the Total Problems T-score.

This contention regarding the Total Problems T-score is supported
when examining the overall results found in Table 4.2. Across the five Factors
correlated with Total Problems, four were found to be significant. The four
found to be significant were indeed the strongest correlations when compared
to the correlations found across the five Factors with either the Internalizing or
Externalizing T-scores.

One additional comment is offered regarding the variables of Factor Vi,
Alter Classroom Physical Environment and the Total Problems T-score. Of
the eight significant correlations shown in Table 4.2, six involved one or the

other of these two variables. This would further strengthen the possibility that



teachers may be skilled in identifying inappropriate behaviors and
implementing behavioral interventions, although the type of intervention
implemented, as typified by the Factors identified by the BDRP Intervention
Survey (Conoley & Peterson, 1986), are not necessarily consistent across
time, situation, or intervention.

The remaining two significant correlations are worth some discussion at
this time. These correlations are shown in Table 4.2. The first correlation
discussed here is between Factor |, Redirection and Externalizing T-score.
Then the correlation between Factor Il, Consultation and the Internalizing T-
score will be discussed.

Of particular note is the absolute dearth of significant correlation
between Factor lli, Manipulation of Material Reward and any type of student
behavior. It would seem that with the emphasis in the literature given to
interventions including some type of material reward (e.g. Witt & Elliott, 1982),
that some correlation between behavior and material reward would be
indicated as significant.

In summary of Table 4.2, five general issues become apparent. There
is no particular importance to the order in which these issues are recapped.
The first issue is that the Total Problems T-score shows correlations across
four of the five identified interventions. Since the Total Problems T-score
contains student behaviors that could not be isolated into external and internal
behaviors, this is not all that surprising. The second issue of interest is that
teachers report that they alter the classroom environment for any and all
student behaviors. The third is that teachers do not use material rewards
consistently for inappropriate student behaviors. The fourth is that teachers

redirect student attention or change the classroom around when students
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engage in the more aggressive, antisocial behaviors. Fifth is that those

students considered to be withdrawn and fearful are either sent to consult with
an expert or moved around in the room.

It would seem that several conditions might be a play resulting in these
seemingly low correlations found in Question One. It might be that teachers
merely reportedly incorrectly the student behavior or the frequency of a
particular intervention. Even as teachers were asked to consider recent
history in their reporting, specific aspects of an event may have considerable
influence upon how a person remembers that event and the consequences of
that event. Another possibility might be that the teachers did not understand
the instructions and recorded nonfactual information. A third, and disturbing
possibility, is that teachers actually have little consistency in the
implementation of interventions with clearly identified inappropriate behavior.
If this were the case, it would appear that teachers react to inappropriate
behaviors with little forethought and planning. It would seem as though
teachers respond to inappropriate behavior with whatever interventions come
to mind.

Question 2

Is it possible to determine a pattemn of teacher implemented
interventions based on specific clusters of student behavior?

Question two requires the variables to be identified as either a criterion
variable or a predictor variable. In this question, the criterion variable was the
interventions Factors. These scores are discussed above. The predictor
variable was the normalized T-scores derived from the CBC-TRF (Achenbach
& Edelbrock, 1980) (also discussed above).

The analysis implemented for this question is multiple regression. The
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specific regression analysis used in this question is full model regression. This

analysis was selected in that it provided an acceptable method of accounting
for shared variance of the variables for this exploratory study. In the full model
regression method a block of independent variables is used to determine their
usefulness as predictors. This is unlike the forward inclusion and backward
elimination methods, which involve an established order of adding or removing
variables from the model, and the true stepwise method, which reevaluates
the unique contribution of each variable after the addition of each variable.

The following discussion refers to the working and statistical
hypotheses for question two. The working hypothesis states that it is possible
to predict the use of the intervention factors used by teachers based on the
Internalizing, Extemaiizing, and Total Problems T-score of the CBC-TRF. The
statistical hypotheses are as follows: the null hypothesis is that there is no
difference between the Factor score and the full model regression of
Internalizing, Extemnalizing, and Total Problems T-scores; the alternative
hypothesis is that there is a difference between the Factor score and the
regression of Iinternalizing, Externalizing, and Total Problems. The null and
alternate hypcthesis do not change across the five factors under investigation
in this study.



Table 4.3
Correlation Matrix (n=76)

Redirect Consult Manipulate Remove Aler Infermal Extemal Total

Redirect 1.000 441 643 519 439 235 321 344
Consult 1.000 454 .608 556 320 271 351
Manipulate 1.000 .605 330 173 .058 122
Remove 1.000 412 210 279 306
Alter 1.000 356 304 .366
Intemal 1.000 648 .809
External 1.000 945
Total 1.000

An examination of the correiation matrix found in Table 4.3 indicates
that the T-scores from the CBC-TRF are highly correlated: the Internalizing T-
score and the Extemnalizing T-score correlation is .64; the Internalizing T-score
and Total Problems T-score correiation is .809; and the Externalizing T-score
and Total Problems T-score correlation is .945. In that the authors
acknowledge that internalizing and externalizing behaviors are not necessarily
mutually exclusive, and that the total problems score was an attempt to
account for this overlap, a high correlation among these scores is not
surprising.

Outside of the high correlations between the T-scores, the remaining
correlations examine the zero-order correlations for the three predictor
variables. For ease of discussion, the zero-order correlations of the three
predictor variables will be discussed separately. The predictor variables, as
described above, are the Total Problems T-score, the Internalizing T-score,

and the Externalizing T-score.
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Table 4.3 shows that Total Problems T-score has the highest zero-

order correlation with Factor VI, Alter Classroom Physical Environment (r =
.366) followed in tum by Factor Il, Consultation (r = .351), Factor |, Redirection
(r = .344), and Factor IV, Removal from Classroom (r = . 306). The remaining
zero-order correlation with the Total Problems T-score was Factor i,
Manipulation of Material Reward (r = .122).

In examining the zero-order correlation with the Internalizing T-scores,
Factor VI, Alter Classroom Physical Environment (r = .356) is the strongest
correlation. This is followed by Factor II, Consultation (r=.320). The
remaining correlations drop rapidly after Factor Il.

The last predictor variable in this question is the Extemnalizing T-score.
As can be seen in table 4.3, the strongest zero-order correlation is with Factor
I, Redirection (r = .321). Only one other correlation is above .3, and that is
Factor VI, Alter Classroom Physical Environment (r = .304).

There is one patticularly interesting correlation that could almost be
overlooked in the visual analysis above. Factor lll, Manipulation of Material
Reward, has the weakest correlation with ali three predictor variables. With
the Externalizing T-score, a correlation was virtually nonexistent (r = .058),
and only slightly stronger with the Internalizing T-score (r = .173) and the Total
Problems T-score (r=.122).



Table 4.4

Effect df SS MS F
Regression 3 7.066 2.355 3.540*
Residual 72 47.907 .665

*p<.05

Table 4.5

Variable b St. Errorofb t** Sig. t
Total Problems .067 .047 1.413 .162
Internalizing -.019 .021 -913 364
Externalizing -.028 044 -.634 528

** df for each t-test = 72

As can be seen in Table 4.4, the set of independent variables, the CBC-
TRF T-scores, is a statistically significant predictor of Factor I, Redirection:
F(3,72) = 3.540, p < .05. The contributions of each individual predictor
variable are shown in Table 4.5. As can be seen, the contribution of no single

predictor variable is significant.
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Table 4.6

Effect df SS MS F
Regression 3 7.007 2.336 4.620"
Residual 72 36.404 506

*p<.05

Table 4.7

S Table for the Full Model R ion of Factor IL. Gonsultation. wit
" { Internalizing. Externalizi | Total Problems T-S

Variable b St. Errorofb  t™ Sig. t
Total Problems .087 041 2.12 .038
Internalizing -.010 .018 -.582 562
Externalizing -.066 .038 -1.719 .090

** df for each t-test = 72

As can be seen in Table 4.6, the set of independent variables, the CBC-
TRF T-scores, is a statistically significant predictor of Factor 11, Consultation:
F(3,72) = 4.620, p < .05. The unique contributions of each individual predictor
variable are shown in Table 4.7. As can be seen, only the contributions of the

Total Problems score is considered to be significant.
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Table 4.8

Regression 3 2.213 .738 1.146
Residual 72 46.367 644
Table 4.9

Variable b St. Errorof b t** Sig. t
Total Problems  .041 .046 .893 375
Internalizing .005 .020 252 .802
Externalizing -.045 .043 -1.049 .298

** df for each t-test = 72

As can be seen in Table 4.8, the set of independent variables, the CBC-
TRF T-scores, is not a statistically significant predictor of Factor Iii,
Manipulation: F(3,72) = 1.146, p > .05. The contributions of each individual
predictor variable are shown in Table 4.9. As can be seen, no single predictor

contributes significantly.



Table 4.10

Regression 3 1.380 627 2.815*
Residual 72 16.028 .223

*p<.05

Table 4.11

S Table for the Full Model R ion of Factor IV. R L with t
{ of Internalizing. Externalizi | Total Problems. T-

Variable b St. Errorof b t* Sig. t
Total Problems .03%9 027 1.431 157
Internalizing -.011 .012 -917 362
Externalizing -.019 025 -.762 137

* df for each t-test = 72

As can be seen in Table 4.10, the set of independent variables, the
CBC-TRF T-scores, is a statistically significant predictor of Factor IV, Removal
: F(3,72) = 2.815, p <.05. The contributions of each individual predictor
variable are shown in Table 4.11. As can be seen, no single predictor variable

contributes significantly.
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Table 4.12

Analysis of Variance for the Full Model B ion of Eactor VL. Alter. with t
. lizing. E iz | Total Problems T-S

Effect df SS MS F
Regression 3 8.186 2.729 4.287*
Residual 72 45.832 .637

*p<.05

Tabie 4.13

Summary Table for the Full Model Begression of Factor Vi, Alter Classroom .
it 1t {of| lizing. E lizi \ Total Probl 1.8

Variable b St. Errorofb  t* Sig. t
Total Problems .054 .046 1.161 .250
Internalizing .005 .020 272 .786
Externalizing -.034 043 -.785 435

* df for each t-test = 72

As can be seen in Table 4.12, the set of independent variables, the
CBC-TRF T-scores, is a statistically significant predictor of Factor VI, Alter
Classroom Physical Environment: F(3,72) = 4.287, p <.05. The contributions
of each individual predictor variable are shown in Table 4.13. As can be seen,
no single predictor contribution is significant.

It would appear then, that in order to predict the use of teacher-selected
interventions, the three T-scores from the CBC-TRF should be considered as
a predictor set, or unit. Cenrtainly, the individual T-scores were determined not
to be useful as individual predictor variables. Considering the findings in
Question One, in which half of the significant correlations involved the Total

Problems T-score, it is surprising that not even the Total Problems T-score,
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when considered individually, was a suitable predictor of teacher interventions.

A possible explanation for the difficulty of the individual T-scores in
predicting the interventions is that the survey data may violate the statistical
assumptions of the full model regression analysis, resulting in erroneous
regression analysis. There are four assumptions constraining the use of the
full model regression, three of which are robust to violation, and one of which
is fairly sensitive to violation. The likelihood of violating the three robust
assumptions is not great. These assumptions are linearity, homoscedasticity,
and the scores are not random. The one assumption that is sensitive to
violation is measurement error. It is possible that with the introduction of
measurement error, the value of the correlation coefficient will decrease,
negatively affecting the ability of the regression equation to make accurate
predictions.

One additional possibility is that because the BDRP Intervention Survey
(Conoley & Peterson, 1986) is a new instrument, it may need refinement or
additional investigation as to its validity and reliability. With future

investigations utilizing this instrument, refinement will occur.
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Chapter Five: Discussion
Introduction

The purpose of this study was to examine possible relationships
between student behavior and teacher interventions. To investigate these
relationships, this exploratory study examined the relationships that exist
between the frequency of actual interventions as reported by teachers in
response to the misbehavior of specifically identified students in those
teachers’ classrooms.

Two research questions were investigated in this study. The first
question was concerned with the cotrelation that exists between a specific
identified student’s behavior score and the teacher's report of which behavioral
interventions that teacher implemented. The second question attempted to
determine if a teacher’s intervention could be predicted from the behavior of
the student by using the full model regression formula.

In the first question, the resuits of the correlation analysis indicated no
strong correlations between the intervention factors and the broad-band
behavior T-scores. The strongest correlaticns tended to fall in the low positive
correlation range. The strongest correlation reported was .37, with several
correlations slightly weaker. Of the eight significant correlations found to exist
with intervention factors, four of those correlations occurred with the Total
Problems T-score.

In the second question, the findings of the full model regression
analysis show that when the three broad-band T-scores are statistically
combined and analyzed as one variable, that single variable tends to be a
significant predictor of teacher interventions. Of the five interventions under

investigation in this study, four of the five were predicted at a significant level
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using the block of T-scores as one variable. The only intervention not
predicted at a significant level in the full model regression analysis was Factor
lil, Manipulation of Material Reward.

Di .

The overriding issue in this study seeks to determine whether or not the
defining characteristics of student misbehavior have any influence on the
interventions teachers select. The results of this frequency of intervention
study seem to indicate that a weak case, at best, may be made that teachers
select interventions based on identified student misbehaviors.

For example, teachers report that they attempt to redirect a child’s
behavior when intervening with children who score high with externalizing
behaviors. Externalizing behaviors are those behaviors that are described by
Achenbach and Edelbrock to be “aggressive, antisocial, [and] undercontroiled”
(1983, p. 31). These responses by teachers are extremely interesting in that
there is no support in the research for such an intervention for these
behaviors.

Long and Newman (1980) suggest that interventions that may be
considered redirective are the intervention of choice for students misbehaving
in nonaggressive ways. Specifically, Long and Newman discuss that the
redirective type behaviors are best utilized in situations that threaten the
learming atmosphere. The results of this study, though not conclusive, seem
tc indicate that teachers use rediraction for externalized behaviors, behaviors
that go beyond a threat to the leaming atmosphere and begin to threaten
property and personal well-being.

MacMillan, Fomess, and Trumbull (1973) propose that behavior change

is based upon the success of the intervention. Although intervention efficacy
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was not the focus of this study, it would appear that the effectiveness of
redirection is at least somewhat suspect as an effective intervention for
aggressive and antisocial students. Table 4.1 showed that teachers tend to
use this particular intervention more often that other interventions, an average
score of 3.5 on the five-point Likert scale.

Based on the findings in this exploratory study, it appears that teachers
avoid direct confrontation with these aggressive and antisocial students and
intervene by attempting to redirect the externalizing behaviors. In this time of
increasing student violence reported by the news media, it would appear that
avoidance of direct confrontation may be the only altemative teachers feel that
they have when dealing with aggressive and antisocial students.

However, the possibility exists that teachers use redirection when they
anticipate externalizing behavior, as well as experience it, thereby infiating the
reported redirection frequency while not actually using redirection as the
intervention for actual externalizing behaviors. Grossnickle and Sesko (1985)
indicate that it is necessary to know the “causes or motivation™ (p. 45) prior to
intervening on a particular student misbehavior. [f, indeed, teachers are
anticipating the aggressive behaviors by understanding the cause or
motivation of the misbehavior, and implementing the redirective intervention,
then the extensive use of may be appropriate.

The remaining Factors, Factor |l Consultation, Factor 1l Manipulation of
material rewards, Factor IV Removal from the classroom, and Factor VI Alter
the classroom physical environment, were implemented at a much reduced
rate from that of redirection. The frequency of each of these factors were
reported at less than two on the five-point Likert scale. Of these four, the most

frequent reported factor was Factor VI Alter the classroom physical



environment, with a mean of 1.97, and the least frequently reported was
Factor IV Removal from the classroom. Even though these interventions were
reported to be utilized less frequently, they were (with the exception of Factor
1ll Manipulation of material rewards) statistically predicted by the full model
regression.

These interventions appear tc be a more logical application of
interventions than that of redirection. For example, consulting with others
regarding a withdrawn student intuitively makes sense. Likewise, altering the
physical classroom environment also seems a plausible intervention for the
same child. Since these internalizing problems are of a less threatening
nature to property and person, it is possible that teachers have more time to
consider appropriate interventions. Wood (1991) would tend to support this
position. Wood writes of a personal cost to teachers in terms of student
behavior and the necessary intervention, with more aversive behaviors and
interventions extracting a higher cost to the teacher personal comfort.

As these remaining interventions tend to be predicted by internalizing
behaviors, teachers may be more inclined to respond io these behaviors in a
logical manner. As Wood wrote in 1988, teachers select interventions based
on principles, outcomes, and role/setting. Teachers may be more likely to
understand, or at least think they understand, these less threatening
behaviors.

The purpose of this exploratory study was to examine relationships
which may exist between student behavior and the use of teacher
implemented interventions. If the likelihood of teachers applying a specific

intervention can be determined for specific identified behaviors, implications
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exist for classroom teachers, school administrators, and teacher trainers.

Classroom Teachers. This study could assist teachers in classroom
management planning for students. Students with specific behavior
characteristics could be assigned to teachers who frequently use specific
intervention techniques. Classroom adaptations could also be developed to
assist teachers in implementing these interventions.

Additionally, this study could contribute to teacher inservice training
experiences for practicing teachers. Instruction and practice in frequently
used intervention techniques could be incorporated into and/or emphasized in
the curriculum of teacher preparation programs. These training and practice
programs would enhance the identification of target behaviors, planning
intervention strategies, and implementing appropriate activities. This training
could be conducted through both preservice and inservice modes.

School Administrators and Teacher Trainers. This study should provide
some assistance to school administrators and teacher trainers in developing
training programs for current and prospective teachers. From among the
possible applications of the results detailed in this study, this assistance to
school administrators and teacher trainers might possibly take two forms:

1. Teachers will use, or are likely tc use, only selected interventions in
their classrooms (Witt & Martens, 1983 and Turco, Witt, & Elliott, 1984).
Therefore, emphasis in teacher inservice and training programs should focus
on those interventions used most frequently. By selecting this approach,
teachers would have more time to thoroughly learn the most frequently
implemented interventions. This form of training addresses the issues of: Is it
a productive use of time for teachers and prospective teachers to receive

training for which they are not likely to use?



79
2. Teachers don't use a wide variety of interventions in their classrooms

(Witt, Moe, Gutkin, & Andrews, 1984). Since teachers apparently implement a
limited repertoire of interventions, teacher trainers and schools administrators
may desire to emphasize a more intensive, eclectic intervention training
program in order to broaden the scope of behavioral interventions. Operating
under this rationale, the issue is: Do teachers have sufficient breadth of
training in the various interventions strategies in order to make an informed
selection?

\mplications for Further R l

Based on the findings and the discussion above, it would appear that
the possibility does exist to use the CBC-TRF (Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1986)
and the BDRP intervention Survey (Conoley & Peterson, 1986) to predict the
interventions teachers empioy when students behave inappropriately in the
classroom. These findings were based on teacher reports in which they
indicated the frequency of their interventions for specific students. The
subjects in this study were regular education teachers as they rated the
behaviors of 76 students, of which about 40 percent were students with
behavioral disorders and the remaining 60 percent were identified as having
learning disabilities.

However, this finding is tenuous at best. As both the correlations and
predictions from the full model regression are minimal, additional research is
recommended. Replication of this study would serve io clarify these resuiis.
Whether confirmed or not, the results are too weak to be accepted without an
additional investigation.

Also, additional work on the BDRP Intervention Survey (Conoley &

Peterson, 1986) is warranted. This was the initial evaluation of the BDRP
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intervention Survey’s validity and reliability. And although it was based on a
valid and reliable instrument, the Classroom Intervention Profile (Martens,
Peterson, Witt, & Cirone, 1986), the minor changes seem to have altered the
strength of Classroom Intervention Profile somewhat.

Though this study did establish a certain tenuous relationship between
student misbehavior and teacher interventions, opportunities for additional
research exist outside of straightforward replication. Certainly the question
remains unanswered as to the applicability of this study to the non-disabled
student. For example, the Achenbach and Edelbrock series of behavior
checklists are more appropriate for students frequently and consistently
displaying inappropriate behavior. For the student not falling within this
parameter, the Achenbach and Edelbrock may not be the most appropriate
tool. This would be a weakness of mest behavior checklists in that the
purpose of such checklists is to classify behavior into manageable categories
(Gresham, 1985).

A similar research design utilizing the CBC-TRF scores of non-disabled
students might yield interesting resuits. if the CBC-TRF were able to classify
the behavior of non-disabled students, a particular interest is the frequency
with which teachers select redirection for the aggressive behavior of the non-
disabled student. If, indeed, teachers are able to anticipate the disabled
students aggressive behavior, will the teacher also anticipate the non-disabled
student’s misbehavior or will a different intervention be prevalent?

Similar to the non-disabled question, another area for additional
research would be the other identified special education populations that were
not investigated in this study. This study examined only those students with

behavioral problems or identified learning disabilities. Other classifications
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exist and the same question exists for these other populations.

The efficacy of interventions has been discussed in this study as this
issue seem to have some impact on the selection of interventions (Martens,
Peterson, Witt, & Cirone, 1986; Witt & Elliott, 1982; and Grossnickle & Sesko,
1985). In addition, the personal acceptability of interventions (Turco, Witt, &
Elliott, 1985), the severity of student behavior and intervention options (Witt &
Martens, 1983), and the effect of teacher experience on intervention selection
(Witt, Moe, Gutkin, & Andrews 1984) have also been discussed. However,
these issues were not investigated as an integral part of this study and
research to include these issues would be of considerable interest.

Although the rationale for teacher intervention selection have been
investigated, as mentioned above, these studies typically use case study as
the methodology, unlike this study which used behavior checklists reporting on
specific students. A study similar to this investigation that includes the efficacy
and acceptability question might yield additional information as to why
teachers so often use redirection.

To narrow the scope of some future research, a particular area from
this study that warrants study is the non-significant findings of Factor i
Manipulation of material rewards. In that some form of material rewards are at
least mentioned in many of the collections of interventions presented in
teacher training texts (e.g. Charles, 1989 or Good & Brophy, 1984), a major
surprise was that no statistical significancs was determined for any of the
student behaviors in this study and Factor lil.

Summary
This exploratory study found that a low correlation exists between

student behaviors and the use of specifically identified and clustered teacher
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interventions. As indicated in the literature, teacher acceptability of certain
interventions issues may contribute to the low correlations reported. As
reported by Witt and Martens (1983), the acceptability of interventions may
intervene in the consistent application of interventions. Should teachers limit
the range of their interventions based on acceptability issues identified
previously, the possibility exists for a skewed picture to emerge regarding the
application of interventions. It is possible that the strength of the correlations
is depressed due to intervention acceptability, because as the experience of
the teachers increases the range, or number of available interventions,
decreases.

The use of Internalizing, Externalizing, and Total Problems T-scores
from the CBC-TRF (Achenbach & Edelbrock, 1985) as predictors of teacher
interventions were not well supported by the results of this study. As was
shown in the results, only one of the predictor variable T-scores was shown to
contribute significantly to the criterion variable. However, the T-scores, when
considered as a single variable set, did predict the use of the interventions at
an acceptable level. Therefore, it appears there may be value in using the
CBC-TRF to predict the use of teacher selected interventions for inappropriate

behaviors.
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Appendix A . 88
BDRP Intervention Survey

INTERYENTION SURYEY
Return- to: Behavioer Dfsorders Research Project, 250 Barkley Center,
* UNL, Lincoln, NE 68583-0732 (402)472 -5982

Instructions: Please complete thesa questions for the most regent semester
in which you had-this fndividual as a student.

Type of classroom:

regular classroom. Specify grade. e and subject
spacial education resource

spacialized BD classroom or other special education
day program; hospital; agency or fnstftutifonal

Your gender fs: . : 1. female 2. male
Have you had trafning about childhood or adult depression? 1. Yes 2. No.
Approximately how much time per week does/did ihis student spead {a your

classrcom?
average hours por vaek

Ouring the current or appropriate school semester approx(mate]y how many
days was Ihii zjyggn; absent from your class? .
days absent

How frequently does/did this student typically evidencs behavior problems
in your classroom or program?
. Contfnucusly
Never Rarely Sometimes Often /Always
1 2 3 4 : S

Ccnpafed to other typical students of the same 2age, would you say this
Student!s ability to control his or her behavior {s/was: .

Yery poor Poor Average Good . Excellent
1 2 3 4 ]

What is the total number of students you serve directly in your classroom or
program-at _the present time (total dfrect service caseload all classes)?

total studeants all classas

Amcng these students how many do you feel have behavior prob1ems which
require f{ntervention?’

students with behavior probIems

Among the students you serve, what number do you-feel have a savera behavior
disorder?

students with severs behavior discrders

Among all of your students, how frequently do you typica]ly experience
behavior prob]ems in your classrcom or program?

Ne;er Rarely Sometimes Of ten Continuously/Alvays
2 3 4 5



In the section below please {ndicate approximatel&ihon frequently you have
employed each of the following intarventions with regard to this student

during -the. time you worked directly with this student:

Yerbally cue, prompt or redirect
student behavior

Yerbally encourage desired behavior

Refer- student for {n-school
suspension

Take away previocusly given matertal
reinforcements, tokens, or poiats

- Attempt to verbdally fncrease

student's interest in the
desired task

Seek support or assistance regardiang
thi{s student {n person or over
telephone from:

School psycho!ogist.
Spec1ai aducatfon di;ector
Special a?ubation teachers
Principal
Classroom teachers
- Guidance counselor
Re{nforce student with materials,

tokens, or pofats when the problem
behavior 1s not occurring
Ref{nforce another student{s) who is
behaving as desired with materials,
tokens or pofints

Vorbaily prom{ise reward for
desired behavior

Develop a written contract
promising specified revards
for des{red behavior

Reinforce student with verbal prafse
when problem {s not occurring

Yerbally appeal to the student to
change problem.behavicr

Once/ Once/ Onces/
year moath week
2 :3 4
2 3 4
2 3 4
2 3 4
2 3 4
2 _3 4
2 3 4
2 3 4
2 3 4
2 3 4
2 3 4
2 3 4
2 3 -4
2 3 4
2 3 4
. 2 3 4
2 3 4

nn U1 L L unu wun



Require student to go to school

off{ce or.place of detention 1 2 3 4 5
Require student to do ti{me-out In
special {solation room 1 2 : 3 S
Change physfcal enviroanment of .
classroom by moving chairs, - _
tables, screens, etc. ! 1 2 3 3
Change student's curriculuam,
assignments, and/or “schsdule 1 2 3 5
Change student's place In classrocom 1 . 2 3 S
Change task assigned to student 1 2 3 5
Physically restrain, push, or hold
student firmly ) 1 2 3 S
Yerbally counsel or discuss .
problem behavior with student, 1 "2 3 S
Require parents to come to school
and remove student
(or send student home) 1 2 3 S
Ease or redirect prob]em .
“ through humor 1 2 3 5
Emp1oy sacial sk111s . .
training or {nstruction 1 2 3 )
For this student when he/she {s in your class, please fndicate the
approximate percentage of instructional time spent {n these categorfes:
Instruction in basic skills (reading & math) %
Instruction in subject areas (history, sciance etc. ) F9
Instruction In socfal skills and/or affecti{ve education b4
Instructfon in vocaticnal or pre-vocatfonal skills — -
Instruction {n self help or survival skills b4
Instruction in other areas %
’ ' ’ 100 = TOTAL
Your curreat level eé education {s closest to:
Bachelors BA+15 Hasters HA+15 MA+30 or more
1 ‘2 3 4 5
Your total number of years of teaching oxpcrt.nc; (incluyding this year) fis:
yoars. -
Your area{s) of teaching endorsement {s(are): -
Secondary Special Education
Elemantary Subject(s) 80 LD Mi{ld Resourcs Other
1 ) 2 3 4 S . [ -7

90



Has your dfstrict, buflding, or program designated -one or more buflding~
wide discipline of behavior managemsent systems? If yes, %o what extent has
it been {mplemented? Please fndicate bdelow:

Buflding Exists ’ Fully
Name of wide {in name Implie-
Discipline program . program? only - ) . mented
Assertive discipline o : .
-Canter & Canter - yes no 1 2 3 4 S
Reality therapy/
Control theory - Glasser yes ne 1 2 3 4 S
Instructional Design
Model (IDM) - Hunter yes  no 1 2 3 4 s
Confronting Mistaken
Goals - Drefkurs yes no 1 2 3 4 S
Cooperative Learning
-Johnsons yes no 1 2 3 4 5
Other (specify):
yes no 1 2 3 4 S

If this student has an individualized educatfon program (IEP), rank the
priorities. for this. student (1=Highest i{mportance .to-S5=lowvest .importance) {n
terms- of the program: being provided for this student {a school: .

unable to raspond/don't know
academi{c goals
social/emotional/behavioral goals
vocational/occupational goals

1ife skills/ independent 1{ving gocals
other (specify)

Compared to other students, how would you rank the support provided by this
student'!s family or guardians for the school's program? ’

. Complete
No support Minimal Average Goad - support
/none support support support full cooperation
1 2 © 3 4 5 .

For what problem behaviors in this student,{f any, have you designed
specific behavioral plans?

_None Plans for the following beshaviors: -
1 2 : o .
Are you aware of any gsychtatric diagnoges assigned to this studeat? ~

1. Yes 2. Ne

If yes, specify:
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Appendix B

Classroom [ntervention Profile .

. Yes No
Note: 00 you work directly with students? 1 2
———

If nho. $TO00 here 4nd return this questionmatre fn the enclosed enveloge.

Directions: For ech intarvencion 1{sted Delow. circle the mmber of your respanse under each of the three
categories (A, B, & C). 8« sure to respand to 211 three categories for esch (nterventicn.
for Column “C%, use the pest calendar year 33 & frame of reference. Please omit ftems which
da not spoly to your particular situation.

’ A, Effectiveness 8. Ease of Use

(nterventions

‘¢. Typteal fre-
quency of your use

¢ O, da.d\l &
*s*‘ Q‘i«fﬁ‘fﬁ“‘&‘ﬁt\"‘ @
1 2 3 .4 H

Section &

1. Seek sugport {a person aor
over the tzleptone from:

a. guidance counselor 1 2 3 4 H 1 2 3 4 S
5. princioal 1 2 3 4 S T2 3 4 S
<. specfal education teicher 1 2 b | 4 H 1 2 3 4 H
d. classrom or subject 1 2 3 ¢ s )11 2z 3 & s
e. parent(s) 1 2 3 & s 1 2 3 4 5
f. school psychelogist 1 2 3 4 s 1 2 3 4 H
g. schoal social worker 1 2 3 4 5 1 z 3 4 s
h. psychiatrist or clinical

psycralogist 1 2 3 ¢ H T2 2 4 H
1. special education director .

or consultant 12 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
3. other (snecify} 1 2 3 4 -1 1 2 3 4 -

g T T T R

2. Touch studant with positive

tatent 1 2 3 4 H 1 2 3 4 H
1. Require student to go %0

school office or place of 1 2 3 4 H T 2 3 4 s

detention
4. Prysically restrain, push, ~:

nold student firmly * 1 2 3 4 s 12 3 ¢ 5
5. :nta::nd:ﬂrtd behavior for 1 2 1 4 g 1 2 3 4 g

6. Yertally threaten student
with puaishing consequences 1 2 3 4 s t 2 3 4 s

7. Sfignal student ts stop d¢is-
Surding dehavior using 1 2 3 4 H 1 2 3 & H
gesture or verdsl alere .

8. Refer student for {n-schoal

Refer soud tr oz 03 ¢ stz o3 4 s
9. Y 1 {

Centred tonaeion eTd for 1 2z 3 ¢ 5 |1 .2 3 & 3
10. Change tast assigned 1 2 3 & s b1 2 3 &« s.

11. KMove closer ¢3 student whose
behavior {3 disturding 1 2 3 4 s {11 2 3 4 1
(“proxisity control®)

12. Request police to come ta
1chool and remve student ! z 3 N i !

Continue on reverse

-
~N
[*]
-~
(L]

1 2 3 ¢ H
1 2 E B H
1 2 3 ¢ H
1 2 3 4 H

-
"~
-
>~
w
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Paqe 27, Classrooms Intarvention Profile 10¢

Directions? For each intervention li{sted below, circle the mumder of your resonse under eich of the three
cateqories (A, B. § C). Be sure to respond to all cthree cateqories for each {ntervention.
For Column “C°, use the cast calendar year a3 4 Trame of reference. Pledse omit {tems satch
do not aooly to your particular situation.

Ao t!hcﬂvcnus - 8. Ease of Use C. Typiecal fre-
o e \q“ s\‘ \-. - - ﬂuency of your use
A s‘f_ & {"‘_ @' \\\\ & ey ,,: @ Q& Y _,_\_ -
Interventions (EL "«.‘g T ¢ S S Qp‘a‘
1~ 2 2 ] 1 2 13 t 5 12

Section 4 {continued)

13. Conduct a gqroup discussion/ .
class meeting ddout the 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 s 1 2. 13
problem dehavior :

14, Require student to do time-

out st gresent location in 1 2 3 4 5 I 2 3 4 S 1 2 3 4 1
clagsroom

15. Permit prodlem to contimue
wi thout resconding directly 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 S T 2 3
(*planned ignaring*)

18. Develop & writtan contract
promising specified rewards l 2 3 4 s T 2 3 4 - D S I |
for desired behavior

17. Attemot verdelly to increise
student’'s interest 1n the 1 23 4 H 1 2 3 4 H T 2 3 4 H
desired task

18. Caange physfcal enviroament
of classroom by moving 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 & 5 T 2 3 4
chatrs, tadles, screens. etc.

19. Tate awy previcusly given
saterial reinforcements, 1 2 3 4 S
tokens, or pofats (“respanse
cost”)

Yertally recognize neqative .
feelings inferred from 00- 1 2 3 4 s 1 2 3 4 H 1 4 3 L) s
serving student’s dehavior

8

21, Provide physical outlets/
tenstcn relesse exercises 1 2 12 4 5 1 2 3 4 H 1 2 3 3 s .
ar activities

22. Yertally counsel or discuss
problem behavior with

student(s) {"1{fe space 1 2 3 ‘ 5 1 2 3 ‘ s t 2 3 ¢ s
i{atarview®)

2. Cange student’s curriculua, 4 .
a3sigrments, and/or schedule b : 3 4 3 t 2 3 s 1 2 3 4 3

26, Recuire student ta do timecut .
4t soecial timecut ares in 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 2 4 H 1 4 3 4 s
tha classroom

25. Tequire scodent to do timeost | . . o . . 1o . .
s special fsalation room 1 2 3 ¢ s 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 ¢ s

26. Yertally sncourage desired .
behavior (“pep talk®) 1z 3 4 3 1 2. 3 4 - 1 2 3 4 5

27. Yertally cue, promet, oF
redirect student dehavior ! 2 3 4 s. 1 2 3 ‘ 5 ! 2 3 4 5

28. Vertally praise tehavior of
another student who {1 1 2 3 4 s 1 2 2 L 1 2 3 4 5
Behaving aopropriately °

29. Reinforce ancother student{s)
who {3 Behaving 43 desired 1 2 3 4 L 1 2 3 4 S 1 2 3 4 s
with materials, totens, or
paints

X0. Require parents to come 0
school and remave student 13 2 3 4 - 1 2 3 4 H 1 2 3 4 L

(or send student hone)
Continue oA nest page
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fage 3 Classroom Intervention Profile - . | —

Ofrections: For each intervencion Itsted below. circle the musber of your respamse under each of the Iiree
cateqories (A, 8. 5-C). Se sure t respond to all tnree catejories for sach intervention.
for Column “C*, use the past calendar year as 4 Trame of reference. Plesse omit items waich do
not apply to your particular situation. . -
A. Effectiveness 8. fase of Use C. Typical fre-

- \\3 < \i.‘,_ i'\“‘ R queacy ¢f your use
Y é"\ ("\‘é"\‘ 6’6""\ LS & & Sl =
{nterventions N ea <o Tt & ‘ .@"-‘, Q‘:g 0\"&;‘ &
1 2 3 4 s 1 2 3 s 5
Section A [continued) i
31, Paddle student on buttacks or
legs (corporsl punismment) 12 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 3 1 2 3 4 5

32. .l.(nforu the student with
wertal prafse whan che prople 1 2 3 4 S T 2 31 4 s 172 1 & S
benavior 13 nat occurring R .

33. Reinforce the student with

1s. tokens. 1
w&mnlau:v?:r":: 12 3 4 8 t 2 3 4 5 1 2 31 & S
ﬁmurrinq

34, Verdally appeal to the stud
s am;- prodlem betavior T 1 2 3 & 5 1 2 3 ¢ 5 1 2 3 ¢ 8

35. Yigorously shike student or
tightly squeeze flesh (arm, T 2 3 4 H 1 2 3 & 5 1 2 1 ¢ [
ear, neck, etc.)

36. Ease tansion verdally through

omor 1 4 3l 4 s 1 2 3 4 S 1 2 3 4 5
37. Take away objects, paterials, -=s-TT==" “f{-~"--°~-°-°-"
etc., owned or {n use dy 1 2 3 4 H 1 2 1 4 1 1 2 3 Iy 1
student
38. Vertally reprimand or crici-
cize stdent's problem bemavior] 1 2 3 4 3 i 2 3 &5 T2 3 & 5

39. Provide vertal {astructisa to

student on soctal skills ang 1 2 3 3 3 1 4 3 4 - 1 < 3 4 3
appropriate tehavior
40. Yerbally call attention to
previously discussed ~ules. i 2 3 4 H 1 2 3 ¢ 5 1 2 3 4 H
objectives. or expectations .
41, Cunge student’s place {a
clasiroom 1 2 13 L3 s 1 2 3 .‘ ] 1 2 3 4 H

Section 8

Please respond to esch §tem by f1111ng {n the blank ar circling the appropriate mumder.

1. ¥nat 1s the total mumder of students serve directly in r classroom or
present time (total dirsct servics amud)? y fo progras at e, Total
2. teom these studen X T students
- 4 ng e s ts Now miny do E‘Ih;:d have Dehavior problems which require
atervention (reqardless of whethar the students are officially labeled)? Students
3. Asong the stwdents you serve directly, what numder do you feel Atve.a severe betavior
disarder? . Students
4. MNow sany hours of aide time per week does your classroom or 9roqﬂ'- recaive? . Hours
S. Among the students you serve directl
y. how many (at present] are officlally classifi
by & aultidisciplinary ceam as deing behaviorally disaordered/esotionally ei’sw:’ . 80/60
students
6. Your tatal mumber of comolete years of teaching experfence of all types f3: years

7. Mow frequencly do you typically experfence behavior probless fa your clasiroom ar progras?
Caatinuousl
"“;" urzcl‘y Sometimes Of:!ﬂ Alwtys v
3

Cont{nue on reverse



. I0¢
Pige 4 Classroom [ntervention Profile )
Section § (contimed) ;
8. TYour sex i.s: Fomale Tale
1 2
3. TYour level of education iz closest to:
Sachelors plus Magters plus Masters plus X0
Sachelors 15 Mours Masters 3 hours hours or more
1 2 3 3 F N
10. What 13 the grade level of most of your students?
Preschool E‘lotznury Junfor tigh School Senfor Kigh School
1 3 4
11. Which Best descrides your current teaching roie? (Circle the appropriate muer)
Classroom or subject arse taacher 1 :
Soectal education resource teacher 2
Teachar af dehaviorally {soaired/emticrally disturted 3
Teacher of mentally nsndicapped (DO, OLP, TMR, etc.) 4
Other specfzl educaticn taacher 1
Other (3pecify) [
12. Which test descrides the enviroremnt {n which you teach? (Clrcle the appropriate musber)
Pudlic sehool 1
Piycatacric hospital 2
Correctional facility 3
. Residential school s
Qther day or resfdential school 5
Other (specify) €
13. 09 you expect %o rozain 1n your present professicn S years from now? Tes No
1 2
16, Witk respect o the children with whom you work, which of the fallowing best describes your views
ncerning the primary cause of prodles behavior? Thefr prodlem Dehavicr 13 caused rostly by:
(chcose only one . .
Factars within the child 1
Fictors within the child's home 2
Factars within the classroos satting 3
Qther (spectfy) <
15. Do you currently hold & tesching endorsesent in the area of Bedaviorally fmoafred/emoticnally disturted?
Tes No
1 2
16. Would you 1fze to recaive & copy of tha results Of th1s survey? (If yes, your IO # wili be usec to odtain
yOour address.) .
Yes %
1 2
Comments:

Thant you for your time and cooperation.

Return this completed questfonnaire to: Reece L. Peterson

University of Xebraska-Lincola
Lincoln, NE €8533-0732
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Appendix C
BDRP Intervention Survey ltems by Factor®
Factor |
Model desired behavior for student
Move closer to student whose behavior is disturbing (“proximity control”)
Attempt verbally to increase student’s interest in the desired task

Verbally recognize negative feelings inferred from observing student’s
behavior

Verbally counsel or discuss problem behavior with student(s) (“life space
interview”)

Verbally encourage desired behavior (“pep talk™)
Verbally cue, prompt, or redirect student behavior
Verbally praise behavior of another student who is behaving appropriately

Reinforce the student with verbal praise when the problem behavior is pot
occurring :

Verbally appeal to the student to change probiem behavior
Provide verbal instruction to student on social skills and appropriate behavior

Verbally call attention to previously discussed rules, objectives, or
expectations

Factor Il

Seek support in person or over the telephone from:
principal

special education teacher

classroom or subject teacher(s)

parent(s)

school psychologist

school social worker



psychiatrist or clinical psychologist 97

special education director or consultant

Factor il

Verbally promise reward for desired behavior

Develop a written contract promising specified rewards for desired behavior

Take away previously given material reinforcements, tokens, or peints
(“response cost”)

Reinforce gnother student(s) who is behaving as desired with materials,
tokens, or points

Reinforce the student with materials, tokens, or points when the problem
behavior is not occurring

Factor IV

Seek support in person or over telephone from: guidance counselor
Require student to go to school office or place of detention

Refer student for in-schoo! suspension

Require student to do timeout in special isolation room

Factor VI

Change physical environment of classroom by moving chairs, tables,
screens, etc.

Change student's curriculum, assignments, and/or schedules
Change student’s place in classroom

*Four items were on the BDRP Intervention Survey that were not on the
Classroom Intervention Profile. They were: (1) Ease or redirect problem
through humor; (2) Change task assigned to student; (3) Physically restrain,
push, or hold student firmly; and (4) Require parents to come to school and
remove student (or send student home). These items were excluded from the

analyses used in this study.



